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ABSTRACT
The Effects of Teacher Empowerment on Student Achievement
by
Florence Barker Aitken
Dr. James R. Crawford, Examination Committee Chair 
Professor o f Educational Leadership 
University o f Nevada, Las Vegas
The purpose o f this study was to examine the perceived levels o f teacher 
empowerment in schools showing an increase o f student outcomes as well as a decrease 
o f student outcomes on standardized proficiency tests in reading/language arts and 
mathematics over a three-year period. The relationship between the levels o f teachers’ 
perceived empowerment to student achievement was studied as well as specific 
dimensions o f teacher empowerment connected to student outcomes. The 
instrumentation used in this study was the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
(SPES) that was developed by researchers Short and Rinehart (1992) and contained six 
theoretical dimensions o f teacher empowerment; (a) autonomy; (b) shared decision 
making; (c) professional growth; (d) self-efficacy; (e) status; and (f) impact.
Through a comparative design o f  research, the researcher identified, analyzed, and 
explained similarities and differences between teachers’ perceived levels of 
empowerment at consistently achieving public schools and consistently declining public 
schools. Trends and developments derived from the SPES instrument were synthesized
in
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to determine key themes and, ultimately, determined the relationship between teacher 
empowerment and student achievement.
In this study, there was no significant difference between teachers’ perception o f 
empowerment in consistently achieving schools and consistently declining schools. 
Further, it was found that the years of experience is a very strong determinant o f teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment. Findings also indicated that based on this study, the 
School Participant Empowerment Scale instrument, although it had sound validity and 
reliability, m aybe flawed, and the effectiveness o f the study’s results, therefore, is 
questionable.
IV
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
The implementation of the reauthorization o f the Elementary and Secondary Act, 
currently referred to as the No Child Left Behind Act o f 2001, has prioritized school 
restructuring at the school level due to the challenges and demands o f accountability in 
ensuring the academic achievement of all students. Although, restructuring public 
schools in the United States has been a way o f improving education since the early 19'*’ 
century (Tyack & Cuhan, 1995), the constant shifting o f reform efforts o f the public 
school system has always identified problems; yet, these reform efforts have never found 
answers to sustain improvement for long-term success. Theorists posit that in order to 
establish continuous improvement, leaders at the site level must focus on establishing 
clear vision and direction, providing ongoing professional development, and empowering 
teachers to build organizational capacity. The word empowerment has been used 
extensively since the 1980s; however, the term empowerment was evident as early as the 
1930s (Short & Greer, 1997).
To date, empowerment literature is largely composed of research that has been 
comprised o f assorted variables related to empowerment, such as autonomy, shared 
decision making, self-efficacy, and site-based management. For the purposes o f this 
study, the term empowerment is defined as the opportunity and confidence to act upon 
one’s ideas and influence one’s professional performance (Melenyzer, 1990). While
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numerous studies have examined the impact of the varied dimensions o f empowerment, 
the majority o f studies have not examined the link between teacher empowerment and 
student achievement as measured hy standardized achievement tests. As such, research 
has yet to produce solid evidence that empowerment contributes to improved student 
learning. Therefore, we have a tautology; a theory of empowerment that is bounded by 
characteristics upon which it has been considered truth. Undoubtedly, the rise in student 
achievement levels would provide validation o f empowerment’s worth; thus, findings of 
such a link between teacher empowerment and student achievement could guide current 
and future school reform efforts.
The relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement is unclear. 
To start, complexities arise from lack of definitional clarity o f the term empowerment. 
Much of the literature has described empowerment as giving educators choices, varied 
responsibilities, personal power, and confidence in their profession (Lightfoot, 1986; 
Maeroff, 1988; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). Other researchers have found the definition 
o f empowerment to be multidimensional. Short and Rinehart (1992) identified six 
dimensions o f empowerment; (a) decision making; (b) professional growth; (c) status; (d) 
self-efficacy; (e) autonomy; and (f) impact.
Previously conducted research o f the connection between empowerment and 
increased student performance has resulted in mixed findings. Marks and Louis (1997) in 
their analyses o f data from a survey of 910 teachers in 24 public elementary, middle, and 
high schools found that in high performing schools, teacher empowerment was not a 
consistent school condition. Additional studies indicated that there is no direct and 
significant correlation between teacher empowerment and student achievement (Malen,
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Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990; Park, 1998; Martin and Crossland, 2001). Conversely, some 
research has found evidence that the role o f teacher empowerment can improve 
instructional practices in the classroom, which leads to an improvement in students’ 
learning. Sweetland and Hoy (2000) assessed the relationship between teacher 
empowerment and school effectiveness in 86 middle schools. The results o f their 
research established that “teacher empowerment was a significant independent predictor 
of student achievement and that teacher empowerment does seem to make an important 
positive difference in schools” (p. 722). In a study of 108 New York high school shared 
decision-making teams, O ’Connell and Yadegari (1996) found that, like Smylie, Lazarus, 
and Brownlee-Conyers (1996) and Ramey and Domseif (1994), instructional 
improvement and student outcomes are positively impacted by teacher participation in 
decision making.
The possibilities of improving educational organizations through the empowerment 
of teachers have become a topic o f interest. Teacher empowerment has, in many ways, 
been considered to be the first steps o f school reform efforts to raise the achievement 
levels of students (Lightfoot, 1986; Gonzales & Short, 1996). While the educational 
system has addressed the need to reform and refine educational practices, researchers 
suggest that in order to improve schools and make measurable change that can be 
sustained, beyond the immediate, attention must be given to the role o f teachers as 
catalysts o f change (Conway, 2001; Glickman, 1989; Lightfoot, 1986; Cooper & lorio, 
1990; Short, 1994; Park, 2003).
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Problem Statement
The relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement has been 
difficult to measure. Likewise, the results from prior researeh have been inconsistent and 
unclear. Many articles have been written about the involvement of teachers in reform 
efforts and have provided evidence o f positive outcomes; however, minimal research has 
been conducted to determine the direct connection between teacher empowerment and 
students’ aeademic outcomes. Sweetland and Hoy (2000) identified mixed findings of 
teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment largely because of the diversity and differences in 
definition. The uncertainty of clearly defining teacher empowerment makes the study of 
its relationship to student achievement multifaceted and difficult to determine. In spite of 
this. Park (2003) affirmed that for teacher empowerment to be justified and recognized, 
its effects on teachers’ teaching and students’ learning needs to be further studied. The 
concept o f empowerment has drawn widespread appeal to those in the field of education 
and the construct o f empowerment is viewed by educational researchers as holding 
promise for improving public schools (Lightfoot, 1986; Maeroff, 1988). Thus, there was 
a clear need to examine further the possible impact o f teacher empowerment on student 
achievement.
Purpose o f Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher empowerment 
in elementary schools showing a consistent increase of student outcomes as well as a 
consistent decrease o f student outcomes over a three-year period on standardized 
proficiency tests in both reading/language arts and mathematics. Additionally, the study
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was conducted to examine the relationship between the levels of teachers’ perceived 
empowerment to student achievement.
Conceptual Framework
Educational reform efforts aim to improve student outcomes, and the role of 
empowered teachers has increasingly emerged as being a critical factor to the school 
improvement process. According to Thornton and Mattocks (1999), schools today must 
abandon traditional approaches to management and include teachers in the 
implementation of change in order to build site capacity. Empowerment includes uniting 
staff with a shared vision, focusing on collaboration, promoting professional 
development, increasing autonomy, and working from the middle rather than the top of 
the organization (McCay et al, 2001). In an era o f educational assessments, 
accountability, and achievement based on standards identified in the No Child Left 
Behind legislation, the need to transform the educational system in an effort to improve 
learning outcomes of all children necessitate school leaders to support the development of 
teachers hecause those are the individuals who directly impact the achievement levels of 
children.
In schools undergoing a transformation that targets continuous improvement, teacher 
empowerment is a priority. Some definitions of teacher empowerment are multi­
dimensional. Short and Rinehart (1992) have proposed six theoretical dimensions of 
teacher empowerment (see Figure 1); autonomy, shared decision making, professional 
growth, self-efficacy, status, and impact.
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Six Dimensions
Teacher
Empowerment
Autonomy I
Shared Decision-Making 
Professional Growth ;
Self-Efficacy |
Impact
Status
Figure 1. The six dimensions o f teaeher empowerment.
It is assumed that when staff members are involved in meaningful decision making, 
opportunities for student learning are enhanced because teachers are directly involved in 
the learning process (Short & Greer, 2002). By providing teachers with professional 
autonomy within their own classrooms, teachers, thus schools, have the ability to 
improve their effectiveness by meeting the diverse needs of all learners. Within the 
scope o f autonomy, teachers have the freedom to make important instructional decisions 
regarding the needs o f their student learners; therefore, educational decision making is in 
the best interest o f children as independent learners rather than being homogeneous. 
Empowered teachers are achievement driven and have the skill, self-confidence and 
motivation to create positive experiences for children; as a result, increasing student 
performance (Thornton & Mattocks, 1999).
The education profession has developed a keen interest in and devoted much 
consideration to the concept of teacher empowerment in the hope that it will improve
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public education. The effects o f teacher empowerment on student achievement is a key 
question to be answered in order to conclude whether or not empowerment is a method 
which can be promoted to improve student performance.
Research Questions
This study focused on the possible relationship between teachers’ perceived level of 
empowerment and school achievement results, specifically, student achievement. To 
evaluate this relationship, the following research questions guided this study:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
3. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
4. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms o f autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficaey, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
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Research Hypotheses 
To date, solid evidence to determine whether there is a relationship between teacher 
empowerment and student achievement has not been established. Researchers in the field 
of education have dedicated a sizable amount o f attention to the concept o f teacher 
empowerment related to school reform efforts; however, little has been justified about the 
effects o f teacher empowerment on a student’s learning (Park, 1998).
Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels of empowerment in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a 
consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 2. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions o f empowerment in consistently achieving 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year 
period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period as measured by the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels of empowerment and selected teaeher demographic variables in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period and consistently deelining schools demonstrating a 
consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year period as measured by the 
School Participant Empowerment Seale.
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Hypothesis 4. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions of empowerment and selected teacher 
demographic variables in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent 
increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year 
period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Significance o f the Study 
Reflecting a healthy amount of literature and notable insight into the plethora of 
current interest in school reform efforts, researchers have identified teacher 
empowerment as a component o f school effectiveness and improvement (Jackson- 
Crossland, 2000; Conway, 2001; Park, 1998; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990; Marks & 
Louis, 1997; Short & Rinehart, 1993; Maeroff, 1988). Despite the wealth o f research 
acknowledging the benefits o f the characteristics o f empowerment, there is little support 
to solidify the bridge between teacher empowerment and student performance. Park 
(1998) expressed that there is cuiTently more interest about the effects of teacher 
empowerment and student outcomes; however, its impact on scholastic achievement in 
schools remains unofficial. At this point, it seems sensible to assume that teacher 
empowerment may be an important means to enhance student performance.
This research study will be significant in many ways. First and foremost, the results 
of this study will test the theoretical assumptions of empowerment and provide evidence 
whether or not teacher empowerment influences student achievement. Second, the study 
will investigate the dimensions o f teacher empowerment and identify key components
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related to the study to benefit possible future educational reform efforts. Third, the 
implications from this research may have an important impact on school policy related to 
school reform and improvement. Lastly, the findings and conclusions from the study will 
provide further evidence for future researchers regarding the effects o f teacher 
empowerment and student achievement.
Definition o f Terms 
Education professionals have devoted much thought to the concept o f teacher 
empowerment in the hope o f improving public education. The various definitions o f 
empowerment have an overarching theme and are connected by similar characteristics. 
Teacher empowerment. Educational literature often refers to teacher empowerment as 
participative decision making, shared decision making, teacher involvement, and 
collective decision making (Jackson-Crossland, 2000). Teacher empowerment is giving 
teachers more power to shape the decisions that affect their work and profession and 
more involvement in school operations, students’ school experiences, and their work 
lives (Whitaker & Moses, 1990; Marks and Louis, 1997). Further, Lightfoot (1986) and 
Thomas and Velthouse (1990) defined empowerment as autonomy with relation to 
organizational structures and commitment to the organization’s vision. For the purposes 
o f this study, the term empowerment is defined as the opportunity and confidence to act 
upon one’s ideas and influence one’s professional performance (Melenyzer, 1990). 
Autonomv. According to Park (2003), autonomy is illuminated by a person’s belief and 
experience that the person can choose aspects o f work. Certain aspects o f autonomy in a 
school setting include class scheduling, instructional planning, delivery o f the curriculum.
10
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and choice o f  instructional tools and resources. The trademark of autonomy, according to 
Short (1994), is a teacher’s sense o f freedom to make decisions.
Shared decision making. Shared decision making includes teacher participation in 
making decisions that directly affect their work lives (Short & Rinehart, 1992) and this 
collective effort in making decisions is necessary if  teachers are to increase control over 
their work environment, increase their internal locus o f control, and decrease their 
perception o f alienation (Jackson-Crossland, 2000). Collective and collaborative 
decision-making results in higher levels of collegiality and professionalism, which, in 
turn, promotes a collaborative school culture.
Professional growth. Professional growth refers to teachers’ perceptions that the school 
provides them with opportunities to grow and develop professionally, to learn 
continuously, and to expand one’s capacity (Short, 1994). Opportunities for professional 
development foster continuous school improvement (Short & Rinehart, 1992) and 
successful schools are places where effective educational practices are cultivated and 
conceptualized by teachers.
Self-efficacv. Short and Rinehart (1992) described self-efficacy as the teachers’ belief 
that they have the skills and knowledge necessary to help students succeed. Self-efficacy 
is the extent to which teachers feel that they affect student performance, and it is one’s 
belief in oneself as being competent (Bandura, 1997; Brouwers and Tomic, 2001).
Status. Status refers to teachers’ sense o f esteem ascribed by students, parents, 
community members, colleagues, and supervisors to the position o f an educator (Short & 
Johnson, 1994). Short (1994) wrote that status refers to a teacher’s perception that others 
respect their knowledge and expertise in the field o f education.
1 1
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Impact. Teacher impact refers to teachers’ perceptions that they can produce an effect on 
the workplace that is worthwhile (Short, 1994). Short and Johnson (1994) defined 
teacher impact as teachers’ perceptions that they can influence their work life and have 
significant influence over strategic, administrative, and operational outcomes. In essence, 
impact refers to a teacher’s sense that what he/she is doing in the workplace is 
meaningful and makes a difference.
Student achievement. Student achievement refers to a composite achievement test score 
in the areas o f reading/language arts and mathematics. Student achievement test results 
are reported by the percent o f proficient students in the areas o f reading/language arts and 
mathematics.
Consistentlv achieving public schools. Consistently achieving public schools are 
schools that consistently demonstrated an increase in the percent of proficient students in 
both reading/language arts and mathematics on the Nevada CRT for three consecutive 
years.
Consistentlv declining public schools. Consistently declining public schools are schools 
that consistently demonstrated a decline in the percent o f  proficient students in both 
reading/language arts and mathematics on the Nevada CRT for three consecutive years.
Limitations
The weaknesses in this study emerged as limitations to be addressed. The following 
limitations were acknowledged prior to the study being conducted, and the researcher 
addressed the weaknesses in order to best capture valid and reliable findings.
12
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1. Data informing the study consisted of student achievement levels based on three 
consecutive years. It is a limitation that the teachers currently employed at the 
school may not have been a member o f the teaching staff during one o f the three 
years o f student achievement gains. In order for the findings to reflect the 
perceived levels o f teacher empowerment o f teachers directly involved in the 
years o f data collection, the administration of the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale (SPES) was limited to those individuals who were 
employed at the school for at least one o f the three years.
2. Leadership plays a key role in the development of organizational capacity 
through the empowerment o f employees. It is a limitation o f the study if  the 
leadership in the school building has experienced turnover during the three years 
o f data collection. In an effort to analyze the potential relationship between 
teacher empowerment and leadership, the years the building principal has served 
at the site was studied.
3. It is a limitation that surveys have difficulty interpreting causal relations. For 
example, the School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES) cannot control for 
variables such as socioeconomic status, the percent o f minority students, and 
community advantage as factors that might affect student outcomes. Therefore, 
in an effort to provide sound results for this study, the researcher took into 
consideration controlling the conditions that might generate achievement 
outcomes. The researcher attempted to control the representative sample by 
matching the number o f consistently achieving and consistently declining public 
elementary schools based on socioeconomic status and varied student
13
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populations in an attempt to rule out specific conditions that might weaken the 
study’s findings.
14
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The purpose o f this study was to examine pereeived levels o f teacher empowerment 
in elementary schools showing a consistent increase o f student outcomes as well as a 
eonsistent deerease o f student outeomes over a three-year period on standardized 
proficiency tests in both reading/language arts and mathematics. Additionally, the study 
was conducted to examine the relationship between the levels o f teachers’ perceived 
empowerment to student achievement. Improving student achievement undoubtedly is 
the core o f educational reform efforts. With the implementation o f the No Child Eeft 
Behind Act, signed by President Bush on January 08, 2002, public schools are being 
challenged with the strain of stronger aecountability and the academic achievement of 
every ehild. However, regardless o f the enaetment of the law, school reform movements 
have, since the National Commission on Excellence in Education (NCEE) published the 
Eighly critieal national report o f America’s schools titled A Nation at Risk: The 
Imperative fo r  Educational Reform in 1983, inundated the country’s educational system 
with great energy and determination and become the central foci o f school leaders’ 
interest (Crawford, 2000). Various restructuring movements from top-down 
management, site-based decision making, and systemic reform have appeared in our 
public schools in an attempt to improve the achievement levels o f students.
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School Reform Movements
Restructuring, according to Short and Greer (1997), is the change of the basic 
organizational structure within a sehool, and there has been a wave of educational 
restructuring efforts to improve edueation since 1840. The constant shifting o f reform 
efforts o f the public school system has always identified problems; unfortunately, all of 
the restructuring efforts have never found improvement methods that sustain progress for 
the long term. According to Tyack and Cuban (1995), educational reform is cyclical and 
controlled by major societal crises. For example, issues such as immigration (minority 
population and diverse cultures), social class, and the most well-known, the international 
challenge resulting from the launch of Sputnik, sparked interest of reform advocates. 
Throughout the varied periods o f reform, terms continue to be reinvented and revisited, 
and familiar efforts are recaptured in the hope that student learning will improve.
During the 1960s and 1970s, the civil rights movement drew interest in social 
inequality. Questions arose whether minority and poor children were receiving the same 
quality of education as White middle-class children and whether such inequalities 
contributed to differences in educational outcomes among social groups (Berends, 2004). 
During this time, there was a push to desegregate schools to increase scholastic 
opportunities for minority and poor children. School effects research to investigate equal 
opportunity for individuals found that controlling for students’ social background and 
differences between schools had little effect on student achievement (Berends, 2004). 
Furthermore, Berends (2004) noted that performance differences within schools were 
much greater than achievement differences between schools o f varied social status.
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The 1970s and 1980s brought attention to organizational features o f effective 
schools. Effective schools research identified sehool-level associations that resulted in 
positive student outcomes. Characteristics of leadership, allocated learning time, staff 
commitment, clear mission and vision, and school environment are examples o f 
characteristics addressed by effective schools; therefore, educational advocates pushed 
these techniques across the public school system. Still, although researehers could 
identify the specific characteristics o f effective schools, implementing the key 
components was the challenge (Berends, 2004).
Despite past reform efforts, the 1983 National Commission on Excellence in 
Education’s A Nation at Risk (NAR) Report clearly identified the American school system 
as ineffective and lagging behind. The National Commission on Excellence in Education 
(1983) declared that “the educational foundations o f our society are presently being 
eroded by a rising tide o f mediocrity that threatens our very future as a Nation and a 
people” (p.5). As a result, key issues in education moved from educational equity to 
educational excellence.
Vernon (2003) cited three education reform movements that swept the country in the 
1980s and throughout the 1990s: (a) curriculum for excellence in schools; (b) school 
restructuring; and (c) the comprehensive school movement. These varied change efforts 
were employed to increase school effectiveness.
The curriculum for excellence in schools focused on basic skill instruction to raise 
the level o f student performance. Until the mid-1980s, standards-based instruction was 
the target. This era aimed for increasing the quality o f instruction by raising standards 
and expectations for learning. The standards movement resulted in the development of
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clear content standards, higher performance standards, and measurable assessment 
standards. It was believed that higher standards and expectations would result in higher 
student performance levels. However, Berends (2004) asserts that “without also 
improving teacher and school capacity, these polieies were unlikely to affect student 
learning” (p. 138). After a decade o f the “back to basics” movement, the reform efforts 
did not yield a sizable return (Deal, 1990).
Beginning in the late 1980s, school restructuring focused on the changing o f roles 
and relationships in an organization. This form o f school restructuring was based on the 
belief that systemic restructuring was necessary to reshape educational practices 
(Jackson-Crossland, 2000). Traditional hierarchical decision-making structures were 
found to not increase student learning and outcomes. School-based management was the 
standard feature o f restructuring and was adopted in response to the crises in the trends in 
management theories and was founded upon the premise of empowering school-level 
participants (Briggs & Wohlstetter, 2003).
In the 1990s, the comprehensive school movement goal was to address the needs of 
all children, especially at-risk youth. Comprehensive school reform was embraced by 
many educators looking for a research-based academic system that could be duplieated. 
The premise was to provide a consistent and coherent instructional program to all 
children; thus, the 1994 Improving America’s Schools Act, which reauthorized the Title 1 
program, was implemented and gave Title 1 funds to schools at risk. Title 1 schools were 
required to target federal funding toward the acquisition of remedial, scientifically based 
research programs rather than instructional materials and methods based on professional
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judgments made by classroom teachers. The comprehensive school reform design, whieh 
includes Title 1, is embedded in the No Child Left Behind Act o f 2001.
The history of school reform is a series o f policy trends birthed by social and societal 
issues. Regardless o f the method o f reform, the goal was to strive for excellenee and 
raise the scholastic achievement o f all children. Unfortunately, past efforts have not been 
completely suceessful. The challenge continues to be not in identifying components of 
effective schools but in implementing those components necessary to improve schools.
Leadership
The terms restrueturing and empowerment were widely used as parts o f the 
educational reform efforts o f the 1980s; however, historically, such terms were visible as 
early as the 1930s (Short & Greer, 1997). Although the educational system has 
responded to the need to reform and refine practices, in order to improve schools and 
make significant change, attention must be given to the role o f teachers as change agents 
(Conway, 2001; Glickman, 1989; Lightfoot, 1986; Short, 1994). Furthermore, the 
positive impact of all reform strategies must reside with the teacher for the classroom is 
where the peak performance of the educational profession occurs (Cooper and lorio, 
I990y
To increase the capability o f teachers to perform and produce positive student 
outcomes, teachers must be given autonomy and authority over their work and 
environment, and teacher leadership through meaningful and purposeful decision making 
is vital if  changes in public education are to occur. If  school reform is to have real and 
long-term benefits for all learners, the empowerment o f teachers to work cohesively and
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collaboratively as true professionals is critical. The changes in the classroom come from 
teaehers’ actions; that is what drives the improvement o f the teaehing and learning 
process. School revitalization, as referred by Andrews and Lewis (2002), must target the 
aetion o f teachers in classrooms rather than change in organizational structures. It is 
through the development o f professional learning communities that teacher leadership 
positively impacts learning and ultimately drives student aehievement forward; for that 
reason, leaders must have the capability to transform and tap into the strengths of 
teachers in order to build organizational capacity (Senge, 1990). Likewise, Deal (1990) 
acknowledged that in order for an organization to build its capacity and be successful, 
teaehers must be allowed to navigate through old patterns and to create new ones.
When looking at building organizational capacity, it is the collective nature in school 
improvement, the leadership roles o f teachers, and the empowerment o f teachers that 
foster school identity, student achievement, and lasting school success (Andrews &
Lewis, 2002; Silins & Mulford, 2004; Gonzales & Short, 1996). When teachers are 
empowered, the future o f schools is hopeful. Cooper and lorio (1990) added the 
following:
All the planning and preparation to ensure educational excellence is necessary, but if  
these efforts cannot be transferred to the classroom, then they will be lost in rhetoric 
of desired outcomes and never be meaningfully fulfilled. The classroom is the 
laboratory of teachers where the clinical examination of practice should take place, if  
school reform is to have any real and lasting benefits both to teachers and students.
(p. 68)
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Clearly, the role o f leadership affects an organization’s performance. Therefore, 
leaders do influence outcomes. Schools must dispose o f traditional approaches to 
management and address the empowerment o f teachers and their importance in the 
process o f systemic change and sustained improvement (Thornton & Mattocks, 1999). 
Educational experts continue to examine leadership as a pathway to improved student 
learning. Researchers have taken wholehearted interest in everyday aets o f leadership 
beyond the skills o f organizing, clarifying roles, and providing resources (King, Kirby, & 
Paradise, 1992); beyond the roles of leadership that served in many schools during the 
past decades. Leith wood, Louis, Anderson and Wahlstrom (2004) noted that the success 
of school reform efforts rely on the motivations and capacity of the school leader.
Further, to meet the challenges o f school reform, high-quality leaders must set a clear 
direction, develop the people in the organization, and redesign the organization by 
looking at the school’s culture, structure, and how the professional community in the 
building functions (Leithwood et al., 2004).
Teacher Leaders
In light o f school renewal initiatives, the importance of leadership and how it affects 
student learning has received a great deal o f attention. Senge (1990) characterized a 
learning organization as one where “people continually expand their capacity to create 
the results they truly desire, where new and expansive patterns of thinking are nurtured, 
where collective aspiration is free, and where people are continually learning how to 
learn together” (p.3). Additionally, he claimed that “organizations that will truly excel in 
the future will be the organizations that discover how to tap people’s commitment and
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capacity” (p.4). Transformational leadership is a key component o f the learning 
organization, and successful leaders redesign the organization’s content. According to 
Leithwood et al. (2004), successful leaders capitalize on the competence o f others and are 
not afraid to distribute leadership. Transformational leadership is based on an exchange 
relationship where individual development o f subordinates enhances their performance, 
thus, resulting in organizational growth (King et al., 1992). Transformational leaders 
focus on a clear vision and mission, create a culture o f collaboration, support change by 
providing opportunities for shared decision making and professional development, and 
recognize the impact o f sharing power.
The Getzels-Guba model ( 1954) o f social behavior explains the dynamics o f the 
school as an open social system which describes the roles and personalities that function 
within the organization. The institutional dimension recognizes the roles o f individuals 
and the roles are defined by role expectations. The personal dimension consists o f the 
individual, the individual’s personality and need dispositions. When individuals in the 
social system meet both role expectations and personal need dispositions, Getzels and 
Guba (1954) describe the individual’s ideal state as being integrated in the organization. 
Their early understanding o f the influence of the social and organizational context 
recognized that the institutional role, climate o f the workplace, and personalities of 
participants all interact dynamically together creating organizational culture (Owens, 
2004). It is important for school leaders to understand the influence o f both institutional 
and personal dimensions because the role o f a leader is linked to the organization’s 
culture. These relationships contribute to school effectiveness when staff collaborate in 
professional learning, share a common vision and goals, and develop collective
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commitment. Leaders in these effective social environments develop and inspire 
followers by raising their need perspectives and by providing opportunities for them to 
develop their capabilities (King et al., 1992). It is the leadership in schools that shapes 
the organizational structures that emerge. School leadership is considered the agent from 
which followers, or teachers, receive the amount o f authority and autonomy. Leaders 
detennine the degree o f meaningful decision-making, provide the amount of worthwhile 
professional development opportunities, establish the scale o f teacher authority which can 
result in empowerment and determine the extent in which teachers are engaged as 
instructional leaders within their own classrooms and among their colleagues. Hallinger 
(2003) identified empowerment, shared leadership, and organizational learning as the 
educational leadership models aimed at reforming an organization’s social structure.
With this in mind, undoubtedly, no change will occur in the learning organization unless 
it is driven from the top (Senge, 1996).
Senge (1990) described five disciplines o f a learning organization: (a) systems 
thinking; (b) personal mastery; (c) mental models; (d) shared vision; and (e) team 
learning. Systems thinking refers to the integration o f all the disciplines. It is the body of 
knowledge and tools that help us identify patterns and how patterns can be changed in an 
effort to be proactive rather than reactive when making organizational changes, for 
instance, changes in programs and practices. Systems thinking must be a part o f a 
school’s culture in order to support systemic reform because it requires teachers to 
understand the undertakings in the whole organization. Personal mastery is defined as 
those committed to lifelong learning. Senge (1990) wrote that “an organization’s 
commitment to and capacity for learning can be no greater than that of its members” (p.
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7). With the aim of increasing learning opportunities for students, teachers as well must 
be willing to engage in professional development. Mental models are deeply ingrained 
assumptions and generalizations that influence how we understand the world and how our 
understandings affeet the ways in which we take aetion (Senge, 1990). These mental 
models control what we do because they affect what we see. To develop an 
organization’s capacity, mental models involve learning new skills and using those skills. 
Unfortunately, mental models can become obstacles when dealing with organizational 
change. A shared vision involves all members o f the team to see the end result. More 
deeply, it is the commitment o f all members to the vision that is vital for the learning 
organization because it provides the target and energy for learning (Senge, 1990). Team 
learning is a process that is constructed by personal mastery and shared vision. Great 
teams are created by effective leaders who build on the capacity o f  its members, are 
confident in their competence, and count on their contributions (Leithwood et al., 2004). 
For teams to be successful, they must build on the expertise o f its members and share a 
common vision and goal. Most important, schools must master team learning in order to 
know how to work together. Senge (1990) underscored that “when teams are truly 
learning, not only are they producing extraordinary results, but the individual members 
are growing more rapidly than could have occurred otherwise” (p. 10). Barends (2004) 
acknowledged the building leader as having an important role to play in managing school 
renewal which includes the vital transition o f transforming the culture of the school. 
Leaders in successful organizations increase the capacity o f others within the school to 
produce positive effects on student learning. The leadership approach in these high- 
performing organizations targets school culture hy fostering teacher empowerment
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through shared leadership, shared purpose, shared power, and shared opportunities for 
optimal professional growth.
Student Achievement 
Equal educational achievement has been the goal o f school renewal efforts for 
decades, as evident in efforts such as the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 
1965 and, more recently, the No Child Left Behind Act o f 2001. Nonetheless, the 
achievement gap based on socioeconomic status and race/ethnicity persists. Data from 
the 2005 National Assessment o f Educational Progress (NAEP) identify that reading 
achievement scores for fourth grade students eligible for tree and reduced lunch, 
indicating low-socioeconomic status, are far below the basic level o f proficiency (54% 
for free lunch and reduced lunch). In contrast, fourth grade students ineligible for free 
and reduced lunch had a smaller percentage o f students fall below the basic level of 
proficiency (23%). When reflecting on the achievement levels o f students based on 
ethnicity, it is not surprising to find that there is an educational achievement gap that still 
exists between white student performance and the performance of minority students as 
was the case decades ago. Again, using fourth grade reading data from NAEP (2005), 
25% of White students fell below the basic level o f proficiency compared to 59% of 
Black students, 56% of Hispanic students, 34% of American Indian/Native American 
students, and 28% of Asian students. Regardless of reform efforts and federal funding 
poured into low-income schools, the achievement gap remains as it did in the early 
1960s.
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The aehievement gap is evident before students begin formal schooling. The Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study, Kindergarten Class o f 1998-1999 (ECLS-K) found that 
the disparities in students’ reading levels seen in the fourth grade were present when 
children began school five years before. Research data suggests that family risk factors 
contribute to the academic learning gap. Results o f the ECLS-K show that kindergarten 
children from poor families tend to score lower on the reading assessment than those 
children from higher socio-economic families. In addition, students from families with 
one or more risk factors such as poverty, primary home language other than English, 
mother’s highest education being less than high school graduation, and living in a single­
parent home, contribute significantly to the gap o f scholastic performance.
Today, the debate o f equal educational opportunities continues as it began in the 
early 1960s. The provisions of Section 402 o f the Civil Rights Act o f 1964 instructed the 
United States Office o f Education to conduct a survey to measure the availability o f equal 
educational opportunities for students based on race, color, religion, and national origin 
in public education (Towers, 1992). James S. Coleman (1966) led a team of researchers 
to conduct a study involving 4,081 principals, 66,826 teachers, and 568,743 students to 
identify variables that may affect student achievement. The Coleman study addressed 
characteristics o f schools, teachers and students, educational resources, physical facilities, 
socioeconomic backgrounds, racial composition, attitudes toward race, integration, 
bussing, and achievement. The Equality o f Educational Opportunity in 1966 presented 
the results, commonly known as the Coleman Report. The findings o f the Coleman 
Report (1966) discovered that socioeconomic factors are strongly related to students’ 
academic performance. In other words, the higher the family socioeconomic status, the
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higher the children’s academic achievement. David Berliner (2006) ealled the significant 
influence o f poverty the 600-pound gorilla in the classroom. Other studies support the 
findings o f the Coleman Report. Anderson and Sautu (2000) in their study of seventh 
grade students in Argentina found that family variables affect both language and 
mathematics scores. The higher the family’s socioeconomic background, the better the 
test scores (Anderson & Sautu, 2000). Christopher Jencks (1972) and Daniel Moynihan 
with Frederick Mosteller (1972) conducted similar analyses comparing the variables 
related to the Coleman Report and confirmed Coleman’s findings (Towers, 1992). 
Essentially, the conclusion obtained was that the inequalities inflicted on children from 
the home, neighborhood, and peer environment are the inequalities carried throughout 
their lives (Towers, 1992).
The aforementioned implies that family background and social class have lasting 
effects on children’s academic potential; however, educational reformers suppose that 
high quality teachers are the key to improving student performance. Wenglinsky (2002) 
wrote that “if academic standards are rigorous, curriculum and assessments are aligned to 
those standards, and teachers possess the skills to teach at the level the standards demand, 
student performance will improve” (p. 2). The Coleman Report (1966) stated that an 
important faetor in school affecting the aeademic aehievements of pupils is the teacher; 
furthermore, this relationship is greater at higher grades, which indicates a cumulative 
impact o f teacher quality. In a study using data from NAEP (1996), Wenglinsky (2002) 
found that classroom practices have a distinct effect on student achievement and that the 
effects are as strong as that of student background. The sum of teacher quality
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(classroom practices) was .98 while the effect sizes for socioeconomic status ranged from 
.74 to .83. Hence, the impact of teaehing on student performance revealed a positive 
relationship. Likewise, results of the study conducted by Anderson and Sautu (2000) 
indicated that early intervention programs can significantly benefit and reduce the risk of 
academic failure o f children, especially children from low-income families. Thus, as was 
found in these studies, an early quality education can improve future school performance 
outcomes o f children at risk. Given the positive connection between sehool and student 
academic success, improving the educational outcomes o f disadvantaged students is 
possible. Equal educational opportunities ean overcome academic obstacles such as 
socio-economic status, and the effects o f high-quality schooling can equalize children’s 
achievement.
Teacher Empowerment 
The education profession has focused greatly on the concept o f teacher 
empowerment. Originating in the business profession, empowerment efforts are a 
dominant theme in all types of organizations to improve productivity, employees’ 
satisfaction with their work lives, and improvement in quality (Glenn, 1990; Jackson- 
Crossland, 2000; Short & Johnson, 1994; Short & Rinehart, 1993). The construct o f 
empowerment has moved into the educational setting and is viewed by researchers as 
having the potential for improving public education (Gonzales & Short, 1996; Lightfoot, 
1986; Maeroff, 1988; Short, Greer, & Michael, 1991). In fact, Thomas and Velthouse 
(1990) found that organizational researchers have taken a keen interest in empowerment 
in the workplace. According to Short and Johnson (1994), “the main force driving the
28
Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout permission.
empowerment movement is teacher effectiveness” (p. 104), and when teachers are more 
effective in their profession, the direct benefactors are students. Teachers, when 
empowered, are essential in the implementation of positive change in and out o f the 
classroom resulting in higher achievement levels of students. Moreover, teacher 
empowerment is fundamental to school reform, and an effective approach to sustained 
school improvement is through empowerment and teacher leadership (Thornton & 
Mattocks, 1999; Terry, 1998).
The empowerment theory is representative o f community psychology and 
psychologists that have done much to explicate and extend the concept (Chemiss, 1997). 
Yet, as the empowerment theory evolved in the educational arena, the definition of 
teacher empowerment has been varied and assorted based on definers’ perceptions. 
According to Thornton and Mattocks (1999), definitions of empowerment include:
• Teachers participating in the development o f goals, policies, and practices.
• Teachers making professional decisions.
• Teachers working collaboratively and sharing authority and responsibilities.
• Teachers being professionals and treated as such.
• Teachers creating a culture and working in a climate of trust and open
communication.
Whitaker and Moses (1990) defined teacher empowerment as giving teachers more 
power to shape the decisions that affect their work and profession. Maeroff (1988) 
viewed teacher empowerment as a way to make teachers more professional and to 
improve teachers’ performance and identified three components o f empowerment: (a) 
increased status; (b) increased power and influence; and (c) increased collegiality through
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collaboration. Empowerment is involvement in sehool operations, students’ sehool 
experiences, teachers’ work lives, the organization’s vision, and control over classroom 
instruction (Marks & Louis, 1997; Lightfoot, 1986; Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). For the 
purposes o f this study, the term empowerment is defined as the opportunity and 
confidence to act upon one’s ideas and influence one’s professional performance 
(Melenyzer, 1990). Clearly, empowerment is the opportunity for teaehers to practice 
professional responsibility and make a positive impact on their profession.
Dimensions o f Empowerment 
Empowered teachers have the ability to embrace change and become leaders in the 
workplace; therefore, opening opportunities for them to share the skills, self confidence, 
and motivation necessary to meet the needs o f students is vital (Thornton & Mattocks,
1999). The various definitions o f empowerment are braced by similar characteristics. 
Teacher empowerment includes site-based management, autonomy, self-efficacy, 
professional responsibility and collaboration. Some definitions o f teacher empowerment 
are multi-dimensional. Six theoretical dimensions o f teacher empowerment include 
teachers’ perceptions o f autonomy, shared decision making, professional growth, self- 
efficacy, status, and impact (Short & Rinehart, 1992).
Autonomv
Short and Rinehart (1992) defined autonomy as the teachers’ belief that they control 
aspects o f their work environment. It is often described as the internal loeus o f control. 
According to Park (2003), autonomy is illuminated by a person’s belief and experience 
that the person can choose aspects o f work. Certain aspects o f autonomy in a school
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setting include scheduling, instructional planning, curriculum delivery, and choice o f 
instructional materials. The hallmark o f autonomy is a teacher’s sense o f freedom to 
make decisions (Short, 1994). Blasé and Blasé (1994) specified that this type of 
autonomy of freedom resulted in empowerment based on professionalism. Schools that 
foster school environments that support risk taking by teachers also build teachers’ sense 
o f autonomy, which is the prerequisite for the sense o f accomplishment (Short, 1994). A 
teacher’s sense o f autonomy at work includes professional autonomy or, in other words, 
self-determination. Professional autonomy is enhanced by allowing staff greater 
involvement in the decision-making process. Organizations in which decision making is 
kept within the boundaries of leaders are less effective than organizations in which 
decision making is decentralized (Friedman, 1999). However, the term autonomy is 
illusive. Short and Greer (2002) noted that “decentralization to the building level does 
not necessarily imply decentralization at the building level; additionally, site-based 
management can have different meanings in different places” (p. 4).
Shared Decision Making 
Shared decision making includes teacher participation in making decisions that 
directly affect their work lives (Short & Rinehart, 1992), and providing teachers with a 
significant role in decision-making is a key element o f empowerment (Short, 1994). This 
collective effort in making decisions is necessary if  teachers are to increase control over 
their work environment, increase their internal locus o f control, and decrease their 
perception o f alienation (Jackson-Crossland, 2000). Shared decision making results in 
higher levels o f collegiality, which, in turn, promotes a collaborative school climate 
where teachers work together to improve instruction resulting in greater student learning.
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Sweetland and Hoy (2000) agreed that a school climate that is eollegial, professional, and 
focused on student achievement provides an atmosphere for productive teacher 
empowerment in teaching and learning decisions. For teachers to be genuinely 
empowered, teaeher partieipation in meaningful decision making is essential. To clarify, 
participation that is worthwhile will yield meaningful results. When educators are truly 
involved in the decision-making process, they are more apt to understand the process and 
have ownership of the outcomes and work more diligently to achieve the desired goals 
(Thornton & Mattocks, 1999).
Professional Growth 
Professional growth is a condition that must exist within any reform effort.
Educators recognize the importance o f staff development in improving schools and 
researchers know that staff development is the key component to innovation and positive 
change, and that the implications o f professional development are profound (Thornton & 
Mattocks, 1999; Pritchard & Marshall, 2002). In fact, Pritchard and Marshall (2002) 
reported that the Massachusetts Institute o f Technology listed professional development 
as a requirement for developing high quality organizations. Professional growth refers to 
teachers’ perceptions that the school provides them with opportunities to grow and 
develop professionally, to learn continuously, and to expand one’s capacity (Short, 1994). 
Opportunities for professional development foster continuous school improvement and 
effective schools are places where educational practices are constantly at the forefront 
and educators are life-long learners (Short & Rinehart, 1992).
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Self-Efficacy
Thornton and Mattocks (1999) suggested that “the principal o f the 2E* century must 
leave extrinsic motivation to the behaviorist; the challenge is to empower teachers 
through intrinsic factors” (p. 1) and teachers with significant levels o f self-effieacy are 
more intrinsically motivated and are more committed to their profession. Self-efficacy is 
the self-belief that one has the skills and abilities necessary to do a job effectively. It is 
the teachers’ belief that they have the skills and knowledge necessary to help students 
succeed and the extent to which teachers feel that they affect student performance (Short 
& Rinehart, 1992; Browers & Tomic, 2001). Jackson-Crossland (2000) identified two 
independent dimensions of efficacy: (a) teaching efficacy and (b) personal efficacy. 
General teaching efficacy refers to an individual’s power over environmental factors to 
influence student learning, and personal efficacy refers to the teacher’s abilities to 
overcome factors that could make learning difficult for students (Brouwers & Tomic, 
2001).
Since the 1970s, over 100 published reports have referred to the concept o f teacher 
efficacy, and more recently, the concept o f teacher efficacy has been connected with 
achievement, motivation, self-esteem, attitude, school effectiveness, and professional 
commitment (Brouwers & Tomic, 2001). Researchers have repeatedly connected teacher 
efficacy and student outcomes; in fact, they indicated that teacher efficacy is sharply 
linked to student achievement (Henson, Kogan, & Vacha-Haase, 2001). Rosenholtz 
(1985) supports this notion by stating that there is a high correlation between a teacher’s 
self-efficacy and student outcomes. Moreover, Thornton and Mattocks (1999) reported 
that research found a direct relationship between teacher efficacy and improved student
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performance; in fact, according to recent studies, cognitive aehievement, affective growth 
and student performance were enhanced where teachers had high measures of self- 
efficacy.
In the effort to examine teacher efficacy, the Teacher Efficacy Scale (TES) has been 
identified as the standard instrument. Researchers employing the use o f the TES have 
coupled teacher efficacy to variables such as positive student outcomes, student 
performance, and school achievement (Henson et al., 2001). Short (1994) and Thornton 
and Mattocks (1999) contended that teacher conviction about professional capacity is 
correlated to student achievement; thus, suggesting that in order to foster an effective 
environment for learners, the key role o f administrators is to promote teacher efficacy.
Status
Status refers to teachers’ sense o f esteem ascribed by students, parents, community 
members, colleagues, and supervisors to the position o f an educator (Short & Johnson, 
1994). Status is a teacher’s perception that others respect their knowledge and expertise 
about education. Unfortunately, this dimension o f empowerment is influenced by teacher 
salaries, negative experiences o f both teachers and students, and damaging events made 
public within society. Maeroff (1988) noted that the inadequate salaries given to teachers 
leads to teachers disrespecting themselves. Short (1994) added the following:
Teachers worry that their status claims are being further eroded by the public’s 
declining faith in education in general. In addition, teachers face growing questions 
about their own competence from the public. The combination o f high public 
expectations and poor working conditions, as perceived by teachers, creates the 
tension that erodes what little status teachers now enjoy. Poor facilities, heavy
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paperwork unrelated to instruction, interference with teacher time, low opinions and 
conflict with the community and boards of education, inadequate parental support, 
and being involved in daily activities unrelated to teaching (bus and cafeteria duty, 
etc.) enhance teachers’ feeling o f low status, (p. 485)
Impact
Teacher impact refers to teachers’ pereeptions that they can produce an effect on the 
workplace that is worthwhile (Short, 1994). It is the belief that one has significant 
influence over outcomes at work. Short and Johnson (1994) defined teacher impact as 
teachers’ perceptions that they can influence their work life and have significant 
influence over strategic, administrative, and operational outcomes. While teacher 
autonomy reflects personal control over individual work outcomes, teacher impact 
reflects a level of control over work unit outcomes (Park, 2003). Similarly, Thomas and 
Velthouse (1990) identified impact as the degree to which one’s behavior is perceived as 
producing the expected outcome. Schools thrive when teachers feel respect, support and 
their ideas accepted by stakeholders of the educational system (Lightfoot, 1986).
The concept o f teacher empowerment itself has become a topic o f discussion, 
educational rhetoric, and research. It has, in many aspects, been considered to be a basic 
element o f school reform in an effort to raise student achievement (Gonzales & Short,
1996). Park (2003) agreed that in general, teacher empowerment is expected to enhance 
student learning by improving instructional quality. Whitaker and his colleague (1990) 
posit that the empowerment of teachers is fundamental to school restructuring. 
Furthermore, it is assumed that until teachers are completely included in the processes o f
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schools, very little change will occur. In this study, teacher empowerment is interpreted 
in terms of six theoretical dimensions.
Teacher Empowerment Related to Student Achievement 
Ongoing reform efforts have included the term empowerment as a way to restructure 
the school workplace. Often, inquiries are made about the effects of teacher 
empowerment and increased student learning; however, the concept o f teacher 
empowerment is elusive, and the study o f its relationship to student achievement is 
hampered by philosophical and anecdotal evidence rather than validated by testable 
hypotheses based on empirical evidence. Many articles have been written about the 
involvement o f teachers in reform efforts and provided evidence o f positive effects; 
however, little research has been conducted to explore and determine the direct 
relationship between teacher empowerment and student learning. Sweetland and Hoy 
(2000) identified mixed findings o f teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment largely 
because o f the diversity and differences in definition. The lack of definitional clarity of 
teacher empowerment makes the investigation o f its relationship to student achievement 
increasingly complicated. Furthermore, the term teacher empowerment is often found 
under headings such as shared decision making, site-based management and, more 
recently, organizational capacity (Marks & Louis, 1999). Research on empowerment has 
examined its relationship to a multitude o f organizational variables such as job 
satisfaction, climate, shared decision making, commitment and collaboration (Sweetland 
and Hoy, 2000). Valuable as they are, existing efforts to understand the effects o f teacher 
empowerment on student achievement have only captured common themes. Thus,
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research findings o f the relationship between teaeher empowerment and student 
achievement cannot be directly connected. Moreover, findings tfom previous research are 
inconsistent and vague.
In a study conducted by Marks and Louis (1997), their analyses of data from a 
survey o f 910 teachers in 24 public elementary, middle, and high schools linked teacher 
empowerment, more strongly in the domains o f teacher work life and student school 
experiences, to be a necessary though insufficient organizational condition in high 
performing schools. The high performing schools in their study practiced shared decision 
making in a participatory manner and focused on teaching, learning, and high-quality 
performance. Site-based organizations foster empowerment by enabling teachers to work 
in professional communities in whieh educators closest to children and closest to the 
teaching and learning process have control over their work, bringing professionalism to 
education. However, site-based decision making can empower teachers to varying 
degrees. For some, minimal levels o f empowerment exist, and for others, full teacher 
control may exist.
Other research suggests that shared decision making has limited impact. Malen, 
Ogawa, and Kranz (1990) identified a variety o f variables such as conflicts, lack of time, 
poorly clarified roles and lack o f leadership training that contributed to the inability to 
focus on instruction. Additionally, due to unclear and misunderstood procedural issues, 
the site-based management team members in their study failed to focus on student 
learning.
A study conducted by Park ( 1998) supported previous theoretical work that argued 
that there is no direct association between empowerment and increased student learning
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(Malen et al., 1990; Marks & Louis, 1997). In an exploratory analysis using the National 
Education Longitudinal Study o f 1988 (NELS:88) as the basis o f data for his study with 
the guidance o f three theoretical perspectives (the loosely coupled perspective, the 
bureaucratic centralization perspective, and the teacher professionalism perspective),
Park (1998) found that teacher empowerment did not exert any direct influence on 
student achievement within schools. There was, however, positive effects o f teaeher 
empowerment resulted in increased job satisfaction and decreased teacher absenteeism. 
Other positive effects o f teacher empowerment include teachers’ strong commitment to 
their profession and to their colleagues; however, there was no direct link between 
empowerment and pupil performance.
More recently, Martin and Crossland (2001) examined the possible relationship 
between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in the workplace, responsibility for 
student learning, and levels o f student success as measured by standardized achievement 
test data. The participants o f the study consisted o f 271 classroom teachers in rural, 
southwest Missouri elementary schools who were administered the Responsibility for 
Student Aehievement Scale (RSA) by Guskey (1981) and the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale (SPES) by Short and Rinehart (1992). Findings o f their study 
indicated that a direct and significant correlation was not determined between teacher 
empowerment and student outcomes, nor did the relationship between student 
achievement and teachers’ perceived levels o f responsibility for student learning exist.
Some researchers have found evidence that the function of teacher empowerment can 
improve instructional practices in the classroom, which leads to an improvement in the
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effectiveness o f teaching and an increase in student learning outcomes. For instance, 
empowerment, according to Sweetland and Hoy (2000) is defined and measured in terms 
of teacher authority to control decisions about teaching and learning. In their study, they 
assessed the relationship between teacher empowerment and school effectiveness, 
including student achievement in 86 middle schools. The results o f the research 
conducted by Sweetland and Hoy (2000) indicated that “teaeher empowerment was a 
significant independent predictor o f student achievement and that teacher empowerment 
does seem to make an important positive difference in schools” (p. 722). The results of 
their study differed to Marks and Louis (1997) finding that there was no direct link 
between empowerment and student outcomes.
In a study of 108 New York high school shared decision-making teams, O ’Connell 
and Yadegari (1996) found that, like Smylie, Lazarus, and Brownlee-Conyers (1996), 
instructional improvement and student outcomes are positively impacted by teacher 
participation in decision making. In an effort to investigate the progress o f the state 
mandated shared decision-making teams implementing the reform goal o f improving the 
educational performance of all students, O ’Connell and Yadegari (1996) conducted an 
exploratory analysis. The researchers utilized a short questionnaire which they sent to the 
chairpersons of each o f the 108 New York high schools. The questionnaire reflected 
efforts to improve students’ academic achievement, decisions made by the shared 
decision-making team, and decisions that impacted student outcomes as well as 
decisions which could impact student outcomes. To measure the improvement of student 
achievement, data based on student grades, enrollment in advanced placement courses,
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student attendance, and teacher observations were assessed. The results o f the study 
indicated that almost half o f the schools surveyed reported that their teams made 
decisions that directly impacted student achievement. The researchers reported that the 
most frequently made decisions were related to the instructional program. According to 
Smylie, et al. (1996) when school-based decision making is designed to increase teacher 
involvement in curricular and instructional issues, it is more likely that student outcomes 
will improve.
The data findings of Ramey and Domseif (1994) support similar research findings 
that have found that the teacher empowerment dimension of shared decision making 
increases the academic achievement levels o f students. The Schools for the 21st Century 
Consortium was developed in 1988 in an effort to reform 30 schools in the Seattle School 
District. Utilizing a shared decision-making 14-item questionnaire developed by a group 
o f teachers on the Schools for the 21st Century advisory council, Ramey and Domseif 
(1994) administered the questionnaire both in spring 1992 and spring 1993. The 
objective o f their study was to determine the effect o f shared decision making on student 
outcomes. The data showed that as schools moved toward participatory management, the 
ethnic gap decreased. More important, the greater influence teachers had in making 
decisions, the greater decrease in achievement gaps.
Using a descriptive case study design, researchers Etheridge and Green (1999) 
addressed the relationship between school relationships and school improvement. Data 
was collected from a two-year study o f 13 school districts engaged in district-wide 
reform to improve student achievement. The districts were visited to investigate their 
success in implementing standards-based instruction and assessment measures. At each
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district, interviews were conducted and focused on the changing role of leadership and 
the nature of outcomes. Findings supported the work o f Short and Greer (1997) who 
reported that the trend was moving away from districts functioning on a hierarchical basis 
(Green, 2001). Characteristics such as collective decision making, mutual respect, and a 
climate o f trust were evident in the workplace. The role o f the teacher changed so that 
teachers worked collaboratively with colleagues and not in isolation. Results also 
indicated that a redefinition o f roles and relationships precedes success in reform efforts 
(Green, 2001).
Regardless o f inconsistencies, teacher participation in decision making and teacher 
leadership have emerged as a key elements in school renewal. Park (1998) pointed out 
the following;
It is generally recognized that teacher empowerment, or participation in decision­
making is positively related to teachers’ attitudes about their work (i.e., commitment, 
responsibility, efficacy, satisfaction, and reducing alienation). Research, however, 
investigating instructional outcomes o f teacher empowerment produces ambiguous 
conclusions. Moreover, direct evidence about a positive effect o f teacher 
empowerment on achievement is scarce. Whether teacher empowerment will prove 
a useful strategy in the effort to restructure and improve schools is not clear from the 
research. Some research syntheses have pointed to mixed findings about the utility 
of teacher empowerment, especially as a means for improving instructional practice 
and student outcomes, (p. 191-192)
In their study, Marks and Louis (1997) concluded that empowerment, although 
important in the development o f climate, was not a sufficient condition for improving
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student achievement. The study did not find direct effects on academic performance but 
suggested that it may have indirect effects on achievement through school organizational 
capacities such as collaboration and professionalism (Marks & Louis, 1997; Park, 2003). 
The results o f the study conducted by Marks and Louis are in contrast to the findings o f 
Blasé and Anderson (Jackson-Crossland, 2000). Jackson-Crossland (2000) identified that 
Blasé and Anderson’s study revealed that school structures which enhance teachers’ 
opportunities for collegial interaction and collaboration have a positive effect on both 
teacher attitudes and student performance.
Summary
Regardless of the complexities surrounding the concept o f teacher empowerment, the 
possibilities o f empowering employees in the school workplace has drawn much interest 
among practitioners and researchers in educational organizations. Additionally, to 
support such interest, theorists have acknowledged that the construct of empowerment 
has filtered to the educational setting and is viewed by researchers as holding promise for 
improving public education (Gonzales & Short, 1996; Lightfoot, 1986; Maeroff, 1988; 
Short et al., 1991).
Improving student achievement is the focal point o f educational reform efforts, and 
despite the fact that the educational system has responded to the need to reform and 
refine practices, in order to improve schools and make significant change, attention must 
be given to the role of teachers as change agents (Conway, 2001 ; Short, 1994). Maeroff 
(1988) wrote:
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Despite the centrality o f the teacher’s role in determining what happens in schools, 
many o f the reports on school reform, beginning with A Nation at Risk{\9%y), 
emphasized altering the outward structure -  a longer school day, a longer school 
year, more of this subject, more of that subject. Such changes hold promise and can 
be important, but in the end it is the teacher who is going to make the most 
difference. Thus, it was gratifying, at last, to see two national reports on school 
improvement in 1986 that paid particular attention to teachers. The report by the 
Carnegie Forum’s Task Force on Teaching as Profession and by the Education 
Commission of the States was by no means the first or the only ones to feature 
teachers, but their single-mindedness in focusing on teachers was a special 
contribution to the reform movement, (p. 1-2)
In short, the connection between teacher empowerment and student achievement has 
been difficult to establish because the relationship is difficult to gauge (Sweetland &
Hoy, 2000). Still, Park (2003) acknowledged that for teacher empowerment to be 
justified and legitimized, its effects on teachers’ teaching and students’ learning needs to 
be further studied. A review of the literature provides evidence o f the lack o f research 
and the mixed results o f such research regarding the relationship between teacher 
empowerment and student achievement; yet, educational researchers and leaders have 
strongly applied the concept of teacher empowerment with genuine belief o f its worth.
This review o f literature has highlighted the four major components of this study: (a) 
student achievement; (b) teacher empowerment; (c) dimensions o f empowerment; and (d) 
teacher empowerment related to student achievement Improving student achievement is 
the core o f educational reform efforts; therefore, requiring leaders to seriously reflect on
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the empowerment o f teachers. Because very little can be established about the effects o f 
teacher empowerment on students’ learning, this study evolved.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY 
The purpose o f this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher 
empowerment in schools showing an increase o f student achievement and in schools 
showing a decrease o f student achievement on standardized proficiency tests. Improving 
student achievement unquestionably is the focal point o f educational reform efforts. 
Current interest in the empowerment o f teachers has evolved from educational reform 
efforts as early as the 1930s to the current No Child Left Behind Act o f 2001. The 
demand for the academic achievement o f every child has challenged school systems, and 
the challenges have brought greater attention to the issue of school renewal.
Although research has found teacher empowerment to be a basic element o f school 
reform, the relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement is 
difficult to ascertain. Few studies have explored the link between teacher empowerment 
and student achievement and fewer have bridged the relationship. Hence, there is a need 
to provide legitimate support for the concept of teacher empowerment and its effects on 
the teaching and learning process. This chapter on the research methods used in the study 
include: (a) a restatement of the problem; (b) a restatement o f the purpose of the study;
(c) the restatement o f the research questions and hypotheses to be addressed; (d) a 
description o f the research design; (e) a summary of the population for this study and the
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sources and collection of data; (f) a discussion of the instrumentation used; and (g) the 
clarification o f data analyses.
Problem Statement
The relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement has been 
difficult to gauge. Likewise, results from previous research are inconsistent. Many 
articles have been written about the involvement o f teachers in reform efforts and have 
provided evidence o f positive effects; however, little research has been conducted to 
determine whether there is a connection between teacher empowerment and student 
learning. Sweetland and Hoy (2000) identified mixed findings o f teachers’ perceptions 
o f empowerment largely because o f the diversity and differences in definition. The lack 
o f definitional clarity o f teacher empowerment makes the study o f its relationship to 
student achievement multifaceted and not easily determined. However, Park (2003) 
acknowledged that for teacher empowerment to be validated, its effect on student 
performance needs to be further studied. The concept of teacher empowerment has 
drawn much interest and the construct of empowerment is viewed by researchers as 
having potential for improving public schools (Lightfoot, 1986; Maeroff, 1988). Thus, 
there was a clear need to identify the impact of teacher empowerment on student 
outcomes.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose o f this study was to examine perceived levels of teacher empowerment 
in elementary schools showing a consistent increase o f student outcomes as well as a
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consistent decrease o f student outcomes over a three-year period on standardized 
proficiency tests in both reading/language arts and mathematics. Additionally, the study 
was conducted to examine the relationship between the levels o f  teachers’ perceived 
empowerment to student achievement.
Research Questions
The research questions addressed in this study focused on the possible relationship 
between teachers’ perceived level o f empowerment and school achievement results, 
specifically, student achievement. The following research questions guided this study;
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
3. What are teachers’ perceived levels of empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
4. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
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Research Hypotheses 
To date, solid evidence to determine whether there is a relationship between teacher 
empowerment and student achievement has not been established. Researchers in the field 
o f education have devoted much attention to the concept o f teacher empowerment related 
to school reform efforts; however, little has been justified about the effects o f teacher 
empowerment on a student’s learning (Park, 1998).
Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a 
consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 2. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions o f empowerment in consistently achieving 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year 
period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period as measured by the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment and selected teacher demographic variables in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a 
consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year period as measured by the 
School Participant Empowerment Scale.
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Hypothesis 4. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions o f empowerment and selected teacher 
demographic variables in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent 
increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year 
period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Research Design
To study the connection between teacher empowerment and student achievement, a 
comparative design o f research using the teacher as the unit o f analysis was employed to 
identify, analyze, and explain similarities and differences between teachers’ perceived 
levels o f empowerment as well as teacher characteristics at consistently achieving public 
schools and consistently declining public schools. The School Participant Empowerment 
Scale (SPES) (see Appendix I) was the only instrument found to measure six 
conceptually diverse dimensions o f participant empowerment: (a) decision making; (b) 
professional growth; (c) status; (d) self-efficacy; (e) autonomy; and (f) impact. Created 
and validated by Short and Rinehart (1992), the SPES uses a 5-point Likert-type scale for 
each o f the 38 survey items. The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha reliabilities for the 
subscales and total scale as reported by Short and Rinehart (1992) are: (a) decision 
making, .89; (b) professional growth, .83; (c) status, .86; (d) self-efficacy, .84; (e) 
autonomy, .81; (f) impact, .82; and (g) total scale, .94. Tendencies derived from the 
SPES instrument were merged to determine key themes and, ultimately, determine the 
relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement. Further, to study 
the potential relationship between teacher empowerment and specific teacher
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characteristics such as gender, years o f experience, years at the site, years teaching at the 
grade level, age, and degree level o f education, a teacher demographics information 
survey (see Appendix II) was included.
Participants
The population for this study consisted o f 185 teachers in six southern Nevada public 
elementary schools (K-5). The sampling technique for the study included purposeful 
sampling. Representative samples for this study were selected from identified 
consistently achieving public schools and consistently declining public schools meeting 
selected criterion regardless of site demographics.
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Figure 2. Percent o f student population by subgroup.
O f the 179 elementary schools identified in the search, only three elementary schools 
in the district were found to meet the criteria o f consistently achieving school status; 
therefore, the researcher selected a sample o f three schools representative of consistently
50
Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout permission.
declining schools. Participants o f the study were teachers in six schools; three schools 
were identified as consistently achieving schools and three schools were identified as 
consistently declining schools. In an effort to provide sound results for this study, the 
researcher took into consideration controlling the conditions that might generate 
achievement outcomes. The researcher attempted to control the representative sample 
by matching the number o f consistently achieving and consistently declining public 
elementary schools based on socioeconomic status, minority student population, and 
second language student population in an attempt to rule out specific conditions that 
might weaken the study’s finding (see Figure 2). It was unfortunate that during the time 
o f sampling, two site administrators o f (perfect match) consistently declining schools 
refused the researcher access to survey the teachers. Comments such as “I feel 
uncomfortable having teachers share their feelings of empowerment...” and "I’m still 
trying to gain the teachers’ trust...” were stated to the researcher as justification for their 
lack of cooperation.
Authorization Process 
After the participating schools were identified, the researcher gained approval 
through the school district’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) (see Appendix III) to 
conduct the study. Letters (see Appendix IV) of acknowledgment o f a research project 
and approval from the site administrator at each participating school allowing access for 
the approved research project were obtained by the investigator.
Teachers who had been in the building less than one year and therefore had no 
influence over the increase or decrease in student achievement over the last three years
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were eliminated from the sample. The eliminated teachers did not participate in the 
survey.
The 38-item School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES) instrument developed 
by Short and Rinehart ( 1992) was employed as the data source as well as the teacher 
demographics survey. After the instruments were completed by the teaehing staff, the 
researcher collected the surveys. Teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment as measured by 
the SPES were the primary data for this study.
Instrumentation 
School Participant Empowerment Scale 
Short and Rinehart (1992) developed the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
(SPES) to assess sehool participant empowerment. The 38-question SPES instrument not 
only provides an overall measure o f teacher empowerment, but also measures six o f the 
identified dimensions o f teacher empowerment: (a) decision making; (b) professional 
growth; (c) status; (d) self-efficacy; (e) autonomy; and (I) impact. Decision making 
refers to the teachers’ collective efforts in making meaningful decisions that directly 
affect their work. Professional growth refers to teaehers’ pereeptions that they are 
involved in opportunities to develop as a professional and participate in continuous 
learning. Status is the sense o f teachers’ esteem that is reeognized by stakeholders 
through respect and admiration. Self-efficacy is teachers’ feelings that they have the 
skills and knowledge necessary to be successful educators. Autonomy is based on one’s 
freedom to make decisions that control aspects o f the working condition, and impact 
refers to the belief that one has significant influence over outeomes at work.
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The SPES is an untimed instrument that measures six dimensions of empowerment 
from data derived from a 5-point Likert-type rating scale for each item (1 which is 
strongly disagree to 5 which is strongly agree). The Cronbach’s coefficient alpha 
reliability for the overall scale is .94 and the reliabilities for the subscales are; (a) decision 
making, .89; (b) professional growth, .83; (c) status, .86; (d) self-efficacy, .84; (e) 
autonomy, .81; and (f) impact, .82 (Short & Rinehart, 1992).
Nevada State Criterion-Referenced Tests 
The Nevada State Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRT), as mandated by Nevada 
legislation (Nevada Revised Statute 395.550), are designed to measure student academic 
achievement and proficiency in the Nevada State Content and Performance Standards in 
reading/language arts, and mathematics. Achievement levels are based on test content, 
expected student performance, and Nevada State Board o f Education determination based 
on Nevada Department o f Education recommendations. Two subtests are identified in 
both the reading/language arts test and the mathematics test: (a) content strand; and (b) 
cognitive level. The reading content strands include: Word Analysis Skills and 
Strategies, Read to Comprehend, Interpret, and Evaluate Literature, and Read to 
Comprehend, Interpret, and Evaluate Informational Text. The reading cognitive levels 
include: Forming an Initial Understanding, Developing an Interpretation, and 
Demonstrating a Critical Stance. The mathematics content strands include: Numbers and 
Operations, Algebra and Functions, Measurement and Geometry, and Data Analysis: 
Statistics and Probability. The mathematics cognitive levels include: Conceptual 
Understanding, Procedural Understanding, and Problem Solving.
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The CRT is designed for administration to third and fifth grade students within 10 
days either side o f the 120th day o f instruction. Each test takes approximately 120 
minutes and contains between 50 and 75 items. Ten to fifteen field test items, used for 
future test development, are inserted into the test and added to the total number o f items.
Treatment o f Data
This study investigated the relationship o f the effects of teacher empowerment on 
student achievement between consistently achieving public elementary schools and 
consistently declining public elementary schools. Data analyzed in this study included 
scores on the six sub-scales and the composite scores o f the SPES. The scale scores of 
decision making, professional growth, status, self efficacy, autonomy, and impact were 
treated as six dependent variables and the composite scores were treated as the seventh 
dependent variable. The independent variables in the study were the type of school, 
consistently achieving or consistently declining, and the teachers employed at the school.
The unit of analysis was the teacher. To study the connection between teacher 
empowerment and student achievement, the researcher compared the similarities and 
differences between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment at consistently achieving 
public schools and consistently declining public schools. The researcher also studied the 
potential relationship between teacher empowerment and specific teacher demographics -  
gender, years o f experience, years at the site, years teaching at the grade level, age, and 
degree level o f education. Further, the investigator studied the potential relationship 
between teacher empowerment and the years the building principal has served at the site.
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The raw data obtained from the SPES and teacher demographics information survey 
were entered and analyzed using the statistical software SPSS Package 13.0. The data 
were analyzed using a multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) to determine the 
significance o f the seven dependent variables, a univariate analysis o f variance 
(ANOVA) to test differences between the comparison groups, and the Kaiser-Meyer- 
Olkin Measure o f Sampling Adequacy Test and Bartlett’s Test o f Sphericity to perform 
and interpret factor analyses.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher empowerment 
in schools showing an increase of student achievement and in schools showing a decrease 
o f student achievement on standardized proficiency tests over a three-year period. To 
study the connection between teacher empowerment and student performance, a 
comparative design o f research was employed to identify, analyze, and explain 
similarities and differences between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment at 
consistently achieving public schools and consistently declining public schools. 
Tendencies derived from the School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES) instrument 
were merged to determine key themes and, ultimately, determine the relationship 
between teacher empowerment and student achievement. Further, the researcher studied 
the potential relationship between teacher empowerment and specific teacher 
characteristics such as gender, years of experience, years at the site, years teaching at the 
grade level, age, and degree level o f education.
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CHAPTER 4 
FINDINGS
The focus of this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher empowerment in 
elementary schools showing a consistent increase o f student outcomes as well as a 
consistent decrease o f student outcomes over a three-year period on standardized 
proficiency tests in both reading/language arts and mathematics. Furthermore, the study 
was conducted to examine the relationship between the levels of teachers’ perceived 
empowerment to student achievement. The 38-item School Participant Empowerment 
Scale (SPES) instrument by Short and Rinehart (1992) was employed as the primary data 
source for this investigation. Six dimensions o f empowerment, decision making, 
professional growth, status, self efficacy, autonomy, and impact, were compared in this 
study as well as the total scale score o f the six dimensions.
Analysis o f Data
To study the relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement, 
the researcher collected, identified, analyzed, and explained similarities and differences 
between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment at consistently achieving public 
schools and teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment at consistently declining public 
schools. Tendencies derived from the School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES) 
instrument were merged to determine key themes and, ultimately, determine the
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relationship between teacher empowerment and student achievement. Additionally, the 
researcher studied the potential relationship between teacher empowerment and specific 
teacher characteristics: (a) gender; (h) years of teaching experience; (c) years at the site;
(d) years teaching at the grade level; (e) age; and (f) degree level o f education. 
Demographic variables related to teacher characteristics are presented for both 
consistently achieving public school teachers and consistently declining public school 
teachers.
Total Number of Participants 
From the 185 study participants, 89 (48.1%) were teachers in consistently achieving 
public schools and 96 (51.9%) were teachers in consistently declining public schools. 
Gender
Table
Frequencies and Percentages o f  Gender Between Consistently Achieving School 
Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Characteristic
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Gender
Male 19 21.3 16 16.7
Female 70 78.7 80 83.3
The gender characteristics were similar in both types of schools (see Table 1 ). There 
were 70 (78.7%) females and 19 (21.3%) males in consistently achieving public schools 
and 80 (83.3%) females and 16 (16.7%) males in consistently declining public schools.
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Years o f Teaching Experience 
Tahle 2
Teaching Experience o f  the Total Subject Population
Characteristic Total Number o f Subjects Percent of Population
Years o f Teaching Experience
1 -  5 years 49 26.5
6 - 1 0  years 46 24.9
1 1 - 1 5  years 40 21.6
16 -  20 years 16 8.6
2 1 - 2 5  years 12 6.5
2 6 - 3 0  years 11 5.9
3 1 - 3 5  years 5 2.7
3 6 - 4 0  years 3 1.6
4 1 - 4 5  years 2 1.1
46 -  50 years 1 .5
Table 2 presents the years o f teaching experience o f the total study population. Of 
the 185 study participants, the average years o f teaching experience was 12.5 years. The 
majority of respondents, 135 (73%) teachers, had 1 - 1 5  years of teaching experience. 
Forty-nine (26.5%) teachers had been teaching 1 -  5 years, 46 (24.9%) teachers had been 
teaching 6 - 1 0  years, and 40 (21.6%) teachers had been teaching 1 1 - 1 5  years. Twenty- 
seven percent o f the respondents (50) had more than 15 years o f teaching experience; 16 
(8.6%) teachers had 1 6 - 2 0  years o f experience, 12 (6.5%) teachers had 2 1 - 2 5  years of 
experience, 11 (5.9%) teachers had been teaching between 26 -  30 years, 5 (2.7%) 
teachers had 3 1 - 3 5  years o f experience, 3 (1.6%) teachers had 36 -  40 years, 2 (1.1%)
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teachers had 4 1 - 4 5  years of experience, and 1 (.5%) teacher had 50 years o f teaching 
experience.
Table 3
Frequencies and Percentages o f  Years o f  Teaching Experience Between Consistently 
Achieving School Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Characteristic
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Years o f Teaching Experience
1 -  5 years 32 36 17 17.7
6 - 1 0  years 22 24.7 24 25
1 1 - 1 5  years 19 21.3 21 21.9
1 6 - 2 0  years 4 4.5 12 12.5
2 1 - 2 5  years 3 3.4 9 9.4
2 6 - 3 0  years 3 3.4 8 8.3
3 1 - 3 5  years 2 2.2 3 3.1
3 6 -4 0  years 2 2.2 1 1
4 1 - 4 5  years 1 1.1 1 1
4 6 - 5 0  years 1 1.1 0 0
Table 3 reports the frequencies and percentages o f years o f teaching experience for 
teachers in both consistently achieving schools and consistently declining schools. A 
significant proportion o f teachers with 1 -  5 years o f teaching experience work at the 
identified consistently aehieving schools (36%). This effect is similar to the combined 
percentages o f teachers with over 15 years o f teaching experience indicating that 35.4% 
o f teachers surveyed at consistently declining schools have more than 15 years o f 
teaching experience compared to only 18% of those surveyed at consistently achieving 
schools.
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Number o f Years at Current Site 
Table 4
Number o f  Years at the Current Site fo r  the Total Subject Population
Characteristic Total Number o f Subjects Percent o f Population
Number o f Years at Current Site
2 - 4  years 79 42.7
5 - 7  years 45 24.3
8 - 1 0  years 48 252)
1 1 - 1 3  years 8 4.3
1 4 - 1 6  years 5 2.7
Table 4 reflects the number o f years staff members taught at their current school 
sites. The mean length o f time the study participants taught at their current school sites 
was 5.8 years. Further, two school years was found to be the most common length of 
time the study participants worked at their current sites with 40 (21.6%) teachers 
responding.
The comparison between the two groups, consistently achieving and consistently 
declining, examining the variable o f the number o f years teachers have taught at their 
current school sites (illustrated in Table 5), suggests that a larger fraction of staff (53.9% 
have been employed at the surveyed consistently achieving schools for less than five 
years compared to 32.3% of staff at consistently declining schools.
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Table 5
Frequencies and Percentages o f the Number o f Years at the Current Site Between
Consistently Achieving School Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Characteristic
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Number o f Years at Current Site
2 - 4  years 48 53.9 31 32.3
5 - 7  years 15 162) 30 31.3
8 - 1 0  years 25 28.1 23 24
1 1 - 1 3  years 1 1.1 7 7.3
14 -  16 years 0 0 5 5.2
Years Teaching at the Current Grade Level
The teacher demographic variable, the number o f years teaching at the current grade 
level, is presented for the total subject population in Table 6.
Table 6
Number o f  Years Teaching at the Current Grade Level fo r  the Total Subject Population
Characteristic Total Number of Subjects Percent o f Population
Number o f Years Teaching the Current Grade Level 
1 -  5 years 106
6 - 1 0  years 42
1 1 - 1 5  years 19
1 6 - 2 0  years 11
2 1 - 2 5  years 7
57.3 
22/7
10.3 
5.9 
3.8
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The most common length o f time the study participants taught at the same grade 
level was 1 -  5 years (57.3%). Twenty-eight years (1 respondent) was reported as being 
the longest length o f time a teacher had been teaching the same grade level.
Table 7
Frequencies and Percentages o f  the Number o f  Years Teaching at the Current Grade 
Level Between Consistently Achieving School Teachers and Consistently Declining 
School Teachers
Characteristics
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Number o f Years Teaching the Same Grade Level 
1 - 5  years 61 68.5 45 46.9
6 - 1 0  years 20 22.5 22 22.9
1 1 - 1 5  years 4 4.5 15 15.6
1 6 - 2 0  years 3 3.4 8 8.3
2 1 - 2 5  years 1 1.1 6 6.3
According to Table 7, the variable, the number o f years teaching at the current grade 
level, shows that a large share o f teachers at consistently declining schools ( 30.2%) have 
taught the same grade level for over 10 years compared to that o f consistently achieving 
school teachers (9%). Additionally, the data collected revealed that 68.5% of the teachers 
at consistently achieving schools taught the same grade for less than six years compared 
to 46.9% of the teachers at consistently declining schools.
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Age 
Table 8
Age o f  the Total Subject Population
Characteristic Total Number of Subjects Percent of Population
Age
2 0 - 3 0  years 29 15.7
3 1 - 4 0  years 61 33
4 1 - 5 0  years 44 23.8
51 -  60 years 42 22/7
6 1 - 7 0  years 9 4.9
An analysis o f the total range o f teachers’ ages (see Table 8) showed that the 
youngest teachers were 20 years of age and the oldest was 70 years o f age. Teachers’ 
ages were categorized into five groups. Within the five groups, there were 29 (15.7%) 
teachers between the ages o f 20 and 30 years, 61 (33%) teachers between the ages o f 31 
and 40 years, 44 (23.8%) teachers between the ages of 41 and 50 years, 42 (22.7%) 
teachers between the ages o f 51 and 60 years, and 9 (4.9%) teachers between the ages o f 
61 and 70 years.
Table 9 reports the frequencies and percentages o f teacher age between both types of 
schools. Consistently achieving schools have nearly twice the percentage o f teachers 
between the age o f 20 -  30 (21.3%) compared to consistently declining schools ( 10.4%). 
Almost a third o f the staff (31 members) at consistently declining schools (32.3%) are 
above the age of 51.
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Table 9
Frequencies and Percentages o f  Teacher Age Between Consistently Achieving School
Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers
Consistently Declining 
School Teachers
Characteristics Frequency Percent Frequency Percent
Age 
20 -  30 years 19 21.3 10 10.4
3 1 - 4 0  years 31 34.8 29 30.2
4 1 - 5 0  years 18 20.2 26 27.1
5 1 - 6 0  years 17 19.1 26 27.1
61 -  70 years 4 4.5 5 5.2
Degree Level o f Education
Table 10
Degree Level o f  Education o f  the Total Subject Population
Characteristics Total Number o f Subjects Percent o f Population
Degree Level o f Education 
Bachelors 
Masters 
Doctorate
53
130
2
28X5
70J
1 . 1
The study participants were grouped according to the highest level o f education 
obtained. O f the 185 teachers, 53 (28.6%) held a bachelors degree. The majority of the 
study population, 130 (70.3%) teachers, had earned a masters degree, and 2(1.1%) 
teachers reported that they had attained a doctorate degree.
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Table 11
Frequencies and Percentages ofDegree Level o f Education Between Consistently
Achieving School Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Characteristics
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers 
Frequency Percent
Degree Level o f Education
Bachelors 24 27 29 30.2
Masters 64 71.9 66 68.8
Doctorate 1 1.1 1 1
Table 11 reports the degree level o f education based on type of school. The results 
o f both consistently achieving schools and consistently declining schools mirror one 
another with a significant percentage o f teachers holding a masters degree (71.9% and 
68 .8%).
School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES)
The SPSS software package 13.0 was the tool used for conducting the statistical 
analyses, Cronbach’s alpha, to examine the internal consistency o f the six subscales of 
empowerment and the total scale of empowerment for this study. The alpha coefficients 
for the six subscales ranged from .77 to .84 for consistently achieving schools and .66 to 
.84 for consistently declining schools (see Table 12) demonstrating reliability. The total 
scale reliability was .93. The developers o f  the SPES, Short and Rinehart (1992), 
obtained internal consistency coefficients between .81 and .89 for the six subscales when
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constructing the instrument. Short and Rinehart’s (1992) total scale estimate o f reliability 
was .94.
Table 12
Reliability Coefficients fo r  the Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale fo r  Consistently Achieving Schools, Consistently Declining Schools 
and the Total Sample
Consistentlv
Achieving
Schools
Consistentlv
Declining
Schools
Total
Sample
SPES
Decision Making ^38 ^35 .834
Professional Growth jW2
Status J7 0 j2 8 .800
Self-Efficacy J7 6 jW2 .809
Autonomy ^23 .658 J6 0
Impact J6 8 ,820 J9 6
Total Scale .933 .935 .933
The researcher employed a factor analysis o f the SPES. The purpose of eondueting a 
factor analysis o f the SPES was to investigate the reliability and validity o f the scores 
derived from the instrument. This research study approached the obvious assessments to 
determine the relationship o f teacher empowerment on achievement: (a) the SPES survey 
scores; and (b) teacher demographic information. In an effort to look beyond the
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obvious, the researcher probed into the construct validity of the SPES scores by 
performing the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure o f Sampling Adequacy Test (KMO) and 
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity to determine the relationship among the 38 SPES variables.
Table 13
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure o f  Sampling Adequacy Test (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test o f  
Sphericity
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy .871
Bartlett’s Test o f Sphericity
Approx. Chi-Square 4186.791 
d f 703
Sig. .000
The KMO measure of sampling adequacy should be greater than 0.5 to validate a 
need to conduct a factor analysis. As with the original findings of Short and Rinehart 
(1992), the KMO for this study mirrored their results with .871, well above the 
recommended 0.5 needed to proceed with a factor analysis. Moreover, the degree of 
common variance among the variables with the finding of .871 is considered to be 
meritorious, just short o f marvelous. Further, the Bartlett’s test of sphericity was 
significant with an outcome of .000 indicating the strength o f the relationship among 
variables and a strong correlation matrix with a minimum of one common factor. 
Therefore, both tests confirmed that the data set was suitable for factor analysis.
For the purposes o f this study, a principal factor analysis with varimax rotation was 
performed. Again, with the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) value o f .871, the data set was
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expected to factor well, and having the Bartlett’s test resulting in a significanee of .000, 
the test eonfirmed that the 38 item data set was suitable for factor analysis. The 
investigation o f the underlying strueture o f the SPES instrument found nine composite 
variables. These nine eomposite variables eontain grouped items on the basis of 
eorrelations; thus, describing the 38 SPES variables in smaller eomposite variables. It 
should be noted that the items that share the same relationship o f empowerment based on 
dimension should correlate with one another; hence, share inclusion in an identified 
eomposite variable.
In a factor analysis, eigenvalues are used to limit the variance among a correlation 
matrix. Aeeording to the eigenvalues found in this study (Appendix V), nine factors have 
eigenvalues greater than 1.0, which is a common criterion for a factor to be effective.
The seeond approach of the factor analysis was to study the scree plot o f the eigenvalues 
plotted against the 38 item data set o f the SPES. The scree test revealed that there were 
nine statistically significant factors that calculated for 68.9% of the variance. According 
to Short and Rinehart’s (1992) study when developing the SPES, their findings indicated 
that the scree test resulted in six significant factors; the six statistically significant factors 
accounted for 50.5% of the variance in their research. Figure 3 identifies the scree plot 
that supports a nine factor elucidation.
The responses to the 38-item survey were rotated using a varimax rotation 
(Appendix VI). The eigenvalues and scree plot determined the number o f composite 
factors to rotate. Items that loaded .60 or higher were used to describe the nine factors 
approximating Short and Rinehart (1992) who utilized items that loaded with .60 or
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Figure 3. Scree plot -  factor analysis o f empowerment.
greater resulting in their findings of the 38-item SPES (Appendix VII). When 
interpreting the results o f the rotated factor matrix of the 38-item scale, this study 
revealed that 25 items from the SPES instrument were chosen having a factor load o f .60 
or more. O f the 13 items that did not meet the researcher’s critical value for significance, 
three items represented the subseale of professional growth, three items represented the 
subscale o f self-efficacy, two items represented the subseale o f autonomy, one item 
represented the subseale o f decision making, and four items represented the subseale of 
impact.
To further the interpretation of the 38-item SPES, the researcher compared the mean 
scores and standard deviations of each o f the 38 questions. Each question presented 
under the six subseales was individually examined to determine significance. Appendix 
VIII represents the comparative analysis o f means and standard deviations of all 38 items
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represented by the six empowerment subscales: (a) decision making; (b) professional 
growth; (c) status; (d) self-efficacy; (e) autonomy; and (f) impact.
Statistical Analysis o f Research Questions
The research questions addressed in this study focused on the relationship between 
teachers’ perceived level of empowerment and school achievement results, specifically, 
student achievement. The following research questions directed this study:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
3. What are teachers’ perceived levels of empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-effieacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
4. What are teachers’ perceived levels of empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
Means for both consistently achieving public schools and consistently declining 
public schools are presented in Table 14, In order to calculate the means, the number of
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items in each o f the six subscales provided a number between one and five based on the 1 
-  5 Likert-type rating scale. A 5 indicates that the participant strongly agreed with the 
statement; a 1 indicates that the participant strongly disagreed with the statement. The 
higher the mean, the higher the perceived level o f empowerment based on that subscale. 
All of the scores indicated that both populations, consistently achieving school teachers 
and consistently declining schools teachers, are empowered. Scores o f the subscales 
ranged from 3.50 to 4.44 for consistently achieving schools and 3.46 to 4.59 for 
consistently declining schools; all subscale scores were well above the midpoint o f  the 
scale.
Table 14
Empowerment Sub-scale and Total Scale Means fo r  Consistently Achieving School 
Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Consistentlv Achieving 
School Teachers
Consistentlv Declining 
School Teachers
Characteristics Mean SD Mean SD
Decision Making 3.50 .7024 3.46 .6507
Professional Growth 4.26 .6337 4.59 .4432
Status 4.44 .4708 4.51 .4707
Self-Efficaey 4.5 .4330 4.54 .4432
Autonomy 3.72 .9310 3.63 .6727
Impact 4.32 .5052 4.35 .5362
Total Scale 4.08 .4795 4.13 .4332
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It should be noted that the mean o f the empowerment dimension of professional 
development for consistently achieving schools was 4.26; in comparison to the other 
empowerment subseales, the difference o f -.33 based on the comparison to consistently 
declining schools (4.59) showed that teachers employed at consistently declining schools 
perceived themselves as having more opportunities to grow and develop professionally at 
the schools in which they worked. Figure 4 illustrates a comparison of the two groups of 
teachers, presenting similarities o f results.
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Figure 4. Empowerment sub-scale and total scale means for achieving and 
declining schools.
The analysis o f variance of the dependent variable, professional growth, found that 
teachers in consistently declining schools perceived themselves as being more involved
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in opportunities to develop as professionals and participate in continuous learning. In this 
analysis, the results suggest that teachers in consistently achieving schools do not have 
the same degree o f belief that they have opportunities to grow professionally compared to 
the perception o f teachers at consistently declining schools. Referring to the SPES, the 
items within the empowerment dimension o f professional development showed that the 
results obtained from teachers employed at achieving schools consistently scored below 
the results obtained from teachers employed at declining schools. Differences ranged 
from .22 (1 am treated as a professional and I am given the opportunity for continued 
learning.) to .53 (I work at a school where kids come first.).
Statistical Analysis o f Research Hypotheses
The following four hypotheses guided this research:
Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a 
consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 2. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions of the six identified dimensions of empowerment in consistently achieving 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year 
period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period as measured by the School Participant 
Empowerment Seale.
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Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment and selected teacher demographic variables in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a 
consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year period as measured by the 
School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 4. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions o f empowerment and selected teacher 
demographic variables in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent 
increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year 
period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
A multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) procedure was used to determine 
the significance o f the six empowerment subscales (decision making, professional 
development, status, self-efficaey, autonomy, and impact) and total scale (aggregate) by 
school type, consistently achieving public schools and consistently declining public 
schools (Table 15).
Table 15
MANOVA o f  Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  Empowerment by School Type
Source W ilks’ df Error df Exact F
Lambda
School Type .841 6 176 5.547**
*/?<.05. **/?<.01.
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The MANOVA reached significance at the .01 level; therefore, the seven dependent 
variables were tested using univariate procedures to determine significance (Table 16). 
The results o f the analyses o f variance (ANOVAs) revealed that the dependent variable, 
professional growth, reached significant difference at the .01 level. The other five 
subscales (decision making, status, self-efficacy, autonomy, and impact) as well as the 
aggregate result were not statistically significant at the ,05 level.
Table 16
Univariate Analysis o f  Variance o f  the Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  Empowerment 
fo r Consistently Achieving School Teachers and Consistently Declining School Teachers
Characteristics d f Error d f
Consistentlv 
Achieving 
Mean SD
Consistentlv 
Declining 
Mean SD Exact F
Decision Making 1 184 3.50 .7024 3.46 .6507 .183
Professional
Growth
4.26 .6337 4.59 .4432 16.890**
Status 4.44 .4708 4.51 .4707 .977
Self-Effieacy 4.5 .4330 4.54 .4432 .417
Autonomy 3.72 .9310 3.63 .6727 .494
Impact 4.32 .5052 4.35 .5362 .137
Total Scale 4.08 .4795 4.13 .4332 .642
*/><.05. **/?<.01.
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For comparative purposes, the three sets o f matched schools were compared to 
determine similarities or differences in teachers’ perceptions of empowerment.
The means o f the three matched pairs o f  elementary schools are represented in Table 17, 
Table 18 and Table 19. Figure 5, Figure 6, and Figure 7 further illustrate the matched 
school comparisons. A comparison o f the empowerment sub-scale and total scale means 
o f all six schools is presented in Figure 8.
Table 17
Empowerment Sub-scale and Total Scale Means fo r  Consistently Achieving School One 
and Consistently Declining School One
Characteristics
Achieving School One 
Mean SD
Declining School One 
Mean SD
Decision Making 3.69 .7137 3.47 .7011
Professional Growth 4.35 .7885 4.60 .5154
Status 4.52 .4383 4.66 .4487
Self-Efficacy 4.58 .4300 4.68 .4069
Autonomy 3.94 .7359 3.74 .6600
Impact 4.35 .5517 4.51 .5457
Total Scale 4.20 .5202 4.23 .4792
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B Achieving School 1 3.69 4.35 4.52 4.58 3.94 4.35 4.2
□  Declining School 1 3.47 4.6 4.66 4.68 3.74 4.51 4.23
Subscales
Figure 5. Empowerment sub-scale and total scale means for schools one.
Table 18
Empowerment Sub-scale and Total Scale Means fo r  Consistently Achieving School Two 
and Consistently Declining School Two
Charaeteristics
Achieving School Two 
Mean SD
Declining School Two 
Mean SD
Decision Making 3.53 .6490 3.54 .6243
Professional Growth 4.22 .5521 4.54 .4513
Status 4.46 .4293 4.32 .5693
Self-Efficacy 4.54 .3824 4.37 .4535
Autonomy 3.88 .9093 3.42 .7011
Impact 4.35 .5176 4.20 .5315
Total Scale 4.11 .4099 4.05 .4406
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Achieving School 2
H Declining School 2
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Figure 6. Empowerment sub-scale and total scale means for schools two.
Table 19
Empowerment Sub-scale and Total Scale Means fo r  Consistently Achieving School Three 
and Consistently Declining School Three
Characteristics
Achieving School Two 
Mean SD
Declining School Two 
Mean SD
Decision Making 3.16 .6800 3.36 .6290
Professional Growth 4.17 .5130 4.61 .3640
Status 4.30 .5609 4.53 .3353
Self-Efficacy 4.33 .4880 4.55 .4314
Autonomy 3.14 1.0051 3.71 .6380
Impact 4.24 .4233 4.33 .5059
Total Scale 3.85 .4705 4.12 .3726
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Figure 7. Empowerment sub-scale and total scale means for schools three.
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Figure 8. Empowerment suh-scale and total scale means comparison for achieving 
schools and declining schools.
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In general, the results indicated that there are no significant differences o f teachers’ 
perceptions o f empowerment between the matched schools. It should he noted that 
although the researcher attempted to control possible causal conditions that might 
generate student achievement outcomes such as socioeconomic status, the percent o f 
minority students, and the percent o f non-English proficient students by pairing 
consistently achieving schools with matched consistently declining schools based on 
school demographic data, matched school sample three did not favor the attempted 
criteria; thus, the results observed which indicate that the teachers’ perceptions o f 
empowerment within each subseale and aggregate score in declining school three were 
greater than those o f its counterpart are exclusive.
A global analysis o f all six schools was conducted to further examine the mean 
comparisons o f individual schools. Findings show that there was a significant difference 
o f the subseale measure of professional development. All three consistently declining 
public schools scored higher (>4.5) on the SPES subseale of professional development 
compared to the lower scoring consistently achieving public schools (<4.5).
In order to study the difference between teachers’ perceived levels of empowerment 
and selected teacher demographic variables in consistently achieving schools 
demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement 
over a three-year period, results o f the SPES were explored using a MANOVA method to 
determine the significance of the seven dependent variables by school type (see Table 
20). Teacher demographic variables excluded in the MANOVA were gender, age, and 
level o f educational degree due to the lack o f variance in the sample.
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Table 20
MANOVA o f  Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
by Years o f  Teaching Experience
Charaeteristics
Achieving Schools 
Mean SD
Deelining Schools 
Mean SD Exact F
Decision Making
Group 1= <11 Years 3.31 
Group 2= > 10 Y ears 3.78 
Professional Growth
Group 1= <11 Years 4.15 
Group 2= >1OYears 4.42 
Status
Group 1= <11 Years 4.35 
Group 2= > 10 Y ears 4.58 
Self-Efficacy
Group 1= <11 Years 4.39 
Group 2= >10Years 4.67 
Autonomy
Group 1= <11 Years 3.45 
Group 2= > 10 Y ears 4.12 
Impact
Group 1= <11 Years 4.2 
Group 2= > 10Years 4.51
.6648
.6710
.6489
.5793
.4155
.5214
.4258
.3908
.9786
.6870
.5143
.4323
3.33 
3.55
4.5
4.65
4.33
4.64
4.41
4.64
3.51
3.72
4.21
4.46
.5397
.7138
.4150
.4566
.4958
.4075
.4033
.4499
.6542
.6782
.5462
.5071
4.509**
8.277**
5.800**
5.624**
6.009**
4.746**
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Table 20 (continued)
Achieving Schools 
Characteristics Mean SD
Declining Schools 
Mean SD Exact F
Total Scale 7.468**
Group 1= <11 Years 3.93 .4417 4 .3718
Group 2= > 10 Years 4.3 .4544 4.23 .4534
*p<05. **p<.Ol.
The MANOVA utilized to investigate the difference between teachers’ perceived 
levels o f empowerment and the selected teacher demographic variable, years of teaching 
experience, revealed that all seven dependent variables reached significance at the .01 
level. The outcome demonstrates that in both types of schools, consistently achieving 
schools and consistently declining schools, when a teacher has more years o f teaching 
experience, the teacher will be more empowered.
Similar analysis was used to examine the difference between teachers’ perceived 
levels o f empowerment and the teacher demographic variable o f years teaching at the 
current school site (see Table 21). All six of the dimensions o f empowerment and the 
aggregate score were significant at the .01 level. The results o f the MANOVA made 
evident that when teachers are employed at the same site for more than five years, the 
teachers perceive themselves as having the power and confidence to make decisions that 
affect teaching and learning, having the opportunities to thrive professionally, and having 
the skills and knowledge to affect student achievement.
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Table 21
MANOVA o f  Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
by Years Teaching at the Current School Site
Achieving Sehools Deelining Schools
Characteristics Mean SD Mean SD Exact F
Decision Making 4.942**
Group 1= <6 Years 3.32 .6787 3.29 .6303
Group 2= >5 Years 3.78 .6534 3.57 .6454
Professional Growth 10.191**
Group 1= <6 Years 4.17 .6487 4.39 .5275
Group 2= >5 Years 4.39 .5930 4.72 .3152
Status 6.380**
Group 1= <6 Years 4.38 .4234 4.29 .5021
Group 2= >5 Years 4.55 .5279 4.66 .3876
Self-Efficacy 5.836**
Group 1- <6 Years 4.42 .4229 4.37 .4824
Group 2= >5 Years 4.64 .4194 4.66 .3740
Autonomy 4.338**
Group 1 -< 6  Years 3.51 .9477 3.48 .7530
Group 2= >5 Years 4.05 .8090 3.74 .5965
Impact 6.188**
Group 1= <6 Years 4.19 .5039 4.17 .6015
Group 2= >5 Years 4.53 .4377 4.48 .4515
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Table 21 (continued)
Characteristics
Achieving Schools 
Mean SD
Declining Schools 
Mean SD Exact F
Total Scale 8.167**
Group 1= <6 Years 3.95 .4459 3.95 .4651
Group 2= >5 Years 4.28 .4678 4.26 .3651
*p<.05. **p<.Ol.
To determine significant difference between teachers’ perceptions o f the seven 
dependent variables o f empowerment and the selected teacher demographic variable of 
years teaching at the current grade level in consistently achieving schools demonstrating 
a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES), a 
MANOVA was employed to detennine the significance of the six subscales of 
empowerment and the total scale. Table 22 presents the means, standard deviations, and 
values for teachers in consistently achieving schools and teachers in consistently 
declining schools. There was a significant difference at the .05 level between teachers in 
consistently achieving schools and consistently declining schools in relation to the years 
teachers taught at the same grade level on the dimension of self-efficacy and the total 
scale o f empowerment. The MANOVA attained significance at the .01 level on the 
dimensions o f professional growth and status. There was no significant difference on the 
dimensions o f deeision making, autonomy, and impaet.
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Table 22
MANOVA o f  Six Subscales and Total Scale o f  the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
by Years Teaching at the Current Grade Level
Achieving Schools Declining Schools
Characteristics Mean SD Mean SD Exact F
Decision Making .663
Group 1= <6 Years 3.47 .7604 3.37 .6564
Group 2= >5 Years 3.56 .5633 3.53 .6418
Professional Growth 7.723**
Group 1= <6 Years 4.24 .6516 4.44 .5330
Group 2= >5 Years 4.29 .6032 4.71 .2997
Status 5.618**
Group 1= <6 Years 4.45 .4350 4.31 .5356
Group 2= >5 Years 4.42 .5490 4.68 .3219
Self-Efficacy 3.837*
Group 1= <6 Years 4.47 .4359 4.39 .4913
Group 2= >5 Years 4.56 .4285 4.67 .3511
Autonomy .825
Group 1= <6 Years 3.66 1.0177 3.55 .7202
Group 2 -> 5  Years 3.85 .7049 3.71 .6259
Impact 2.155
Group 1= <6 Years 4.30 .5291 4.22 .6285
Group 2= >5 Years 4.39 .4515 4.47 .4106
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Table 22 (continued)
Characteristics
Achieving Schools 
Mean SD
Declining Schools 
Mean SD Exact F
Total Scale 2.755*
Group 1= <6 Years 4.05 .4971 4.00 .4861
Group 2= >5 Years 4.13 .4430 4.25 .3466
Principal Retention
The researcher examined the number of years the current principal was assigned 
to each of the six school sites (Figure 9). Consistently achieving schools maintained the 
building principal on average, four years. The principal retention rate at consistently
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Figure 9. Principal retention at the sample schools.
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declining schools varied significantly more. The retention rate o f principals in declining 
schools ranged from 2.5 years to 9 years; however, the average was 5.5 years.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter is divided into three sections. First, a summary o f the research, the 
study’s purpose, and the research design are reviewed. Second, the study’s significant 
results are reported, including the dominating variables for each construct of 
empowerment, and a discussion o f the conclusions is presented. And third, implications 
for practice regarding the effects o f teacher empowerment on student achievement are 
provided as well as suggestions for future research.
Introduction
This section provides a summary o f the study, connections to the literature 
review, the problem statement and purpose, guiding research questions and hypotheses 
that were tested, and the design and methodology.
The current No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, historically known as the Elementary 
and Secondary Act, has challenged public schools with the demand of accountability in 
ensuring the academic success o f all students, regardless of student background. 
Although, restructuring public schools in the United States has been a way of improving 
education since the early 19*̂  century (Tyack & Cuban, 1995), the constant shifting of 
reform efforts o f the public school system has always identified problems; yet, these 
reform efforts have never found answers to sustain long-term improvements. Theorists
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posit that in order to establish long-term, ongoing success, leaders at the site level must 
focus on establishing clear vision and direction, providing meaningful professional 
development for staff, motivating and inspiring personnel, and empowering teachers to 
build organizational capacity.
To date, empowerment literature is largely eomposed of research that has been 
comprised o f assorted variables related to empowerment, such as autonomy, self- 
efficacy, and site-based management. For the purposes of this study, the term 
empowerment was defined as the opportunity and confidence to act upon one’s ideas and 
influence one’s professional performance (Melenyzer, 1990). While numerous studies 
have examined the impact of the varied dimensions o f empowerment, the majority of 
studies have not examined the relationship between teacher empowerment and student 
achievement as measured by standardized achievement tests. As such, research has yet to 
produce solid evidence that empowerment contributes to improved student learning.
Previously conducted research o f the connection between empowerment and 
increased student performance has resulted in mixed findings. Marks and Louis (1997) in 
their analyses o f data from a survey of 910 teachers in 24 public elementary, middle, and 
high schools found teacher empowerment not to be a required organizational condition in 
high performing schools. Additional studies indicated that there is no direct and 
significant correlation between teacher empowerment and student achievement (Maien, 
Ogawa, & Kranz, 1990; Park, 1998; Martin and Crossland, 2001). Conversely, some 
research has found evidence that the role of teacher empowerment can improve 
instructional practices in the classroom, which leads to an improvement in student 
learning. Sweetland and Hoy (2000) assessed the relationship between teacher
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empowerment and school effectiveness, including student achievement in 86 middle 
schools. The results o f their research established that “teacher empowerment was a 
significant independent predictor o f student achievement and that teacher empowerment 
does seem to make an important positive difference in schools” (p. 722). In a study of 
108 New York high school shared decision-making teams, O’Connell and Yadegari 
(1996) found that, like Smylie, Lazarus, and Brownlee-Conyers (1996) and Ramey and 
Domseif (1994), instructional improvement and student outcomes are positively impacted 
by teacher participation in decision making.
The concept o f empowerment has drawn widespread interest to those in the 
education profession and the construct of empowerment is viewed by educational 
researchers as holding promise for improving public schools (Lightfoot, 1986; Maeroff, 
1988). Thus, there was a clear need to examine further the possible impact o f teacher 
empowerment on student outcomes.
The purpose o f this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher empowerment 
in elementary schools showing a consistent increase o f student outcomes as well as a 
consistent decrease o f student outcomes over a three-year period on standardized 
proficiency tests in both reading/language arts and mathematics. Additionally, the study 
was conducted to examine the relationship between the levels of teachers’ perceived 
empowerment to student achievement.
The research questions addressed in this study focused on the relationship between 
teachers’ perceived level of empowerment and school achievement results, specifically, 
student achievement. The following research questions guided this study;
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1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period?
3. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
4. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period?
From the identified questions, the following hypotheses o f the study were tested.
Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels of empowerment in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a 
consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and eonsistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 2. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions of the six identified dimensions o f empowerment in consistently achieving 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year
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period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period as measured by the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference between teaehers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment and selected teacher demographic variables in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a 
consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year period as measured by the 
School Participant Empowerment Scale.
Hypothesis 4. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f  the six identified dimensions o f empowerment and selected teacher 
demographic variables in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent 
increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year 
period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale.
To evaluate the connection between teacher empowerment and student achievement, 
a comparative design of research using the teacher as the unit of analysis was employed 
to identify, analyze, and explain similarities and differences between teaehers’ perceived 
levels o f empowerment as well as teacher characteristics at three consistently achieving 
public schools and three consistently declining public schools. The unit of analysis, 
teacher scores, was based on data results from the School Participant Empowerment 
Scale (SPES). The researcher also studied the potential relationship between teacher 
empowerment and specific teacher demographics -  gender, years o f experience, years at
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the site, years teaching at the grade level, age, and degree level o f education. Further, the 
investigator studied the potential relationship between teacher empowerment and the 
years the building principal has served at the site.
The raw data obtained from the SPES and teacher demographics information survey 
were entered and analyzed using the statistical software SPSS Package 13.0. The data 
were analyzed using a multivariate analysis o f variance (MANOVA) to determine the 
significance o f the seven dependent variables, a univariate analysis o f variance 
(ANOVA) to test differences between the comparison groups, and the Kaiser-Meyer- 
Olkin Measure o f Sampling Adequacy Test and Bartlett’s Test o f Sphericity to perform 
and interpret factor analyses.
Discussion o f Results 
This section reports the results o f the analyses of data as they pertain to the research 
questions and research hypotheses. Descriptive summaries o f all data analyzed were 
presented in Chapter IV, and the findings below are based on those analyses.
This study examined four research questions. The research questions and findings 
based on the analyses were:
1. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period? The total scale outcome showed that 
teachers employed at consistently achieving schools perceive themselves as 
being empowered (4.08 on a 5-point scale). Based on the mean result, the 
teachers at these schools are satisfied professionals.
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As a measure o f school effectiveness, the researcher identified consistently achieving 
public schools as those schools which consistently demonstrated an increase in the 
percent o f proficient students in both reading/language arts and mathematics on the 
Nevada CRT for the last three consécutive years. Many articles have included the 
involvement o f teachers in reform efforts and provided evidence o f positive effects 
(Chemiss, 1997), and it was the researcher’s assumption that schools demonstrating 
effectiveness were empowered. This finding supports a previous study conducted by 
Sweetland and Hoy (2000) that identified teacher empowerment as a significant 
predictor o f  student achievement. Additionally, the finding reinforces educational 
rhetoric that presses the empowerment o f teachers for lasting school success (Andrews 
& Lewis, 2002; Silins & Mulford, 2004; Gonzales & Short, 1996).
2. What is the relationship between teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in 
consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period? The total scale outcome showed that 
teachers employed at consistently declining schools perceive themselves as being 
empowered (4.13 on a 5-point scale). Based on the mean result, the teachers at 
these schools are satisfied professionals, and the teachers at the declining schools 
are more satisfied than their counterparts at achieving schools.
The results are consistent with the literature which suggests that there is no direct 
association between empowerment and increased student learning (Malen et al., 1990; 
Marks & Louis, 1997; Martin & Crossland, 2001; Park, 1998). Similar to the findings of 
Marks and Louis (1997), the results suggest that the empowerment of teachers is not a 
sufficient condition o f student achievement.
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Obviously, there are many factors that contrihute to student performance in schools. 
Why would the results indicate that teachers in consistently declining schools are slightly 
more empowered than their counterparts in consistently achieving schools? Sweetland 
and Hoy (2000) described mixed findings from research due to the differences in the 
definition of empowerment. The translation of empowerment is vast and includes terms 
such as site-hased decision making, autonomy, shared decision making, and teacher 
professionalism. The combination o f elusive variables could explain the empowerment 
variance. Furthermore, the measure of empowerment is perceptual as it is gauged by 
teachers’ perceptions o f being effective rather than empirical evidence of success. 
Another plausible explanation is defined by Short and Rinehart (1993) as increased 
conflict due to open ideologies and approaches when initiating empowerment. When 
teachers are actively engaged in an empowered school, tensions may arise from open 
interactions among teachers, thus, affecting the school atmosphere and teachers’ 
perceptions of effectiveness. We can theorize that in schools where teachers are 
meaningfully empowered, these differing views can reduce one’s belief that they have 
control over the conditions o f teaching and learning; thus, based on this assumption, we 
have a probable explanation for this study’s findings identifying consistently declining 
school teachers as being more empowered than consistently achieving school teachers.
3. What are teachers’ perceived levels of empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-effieacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three- 
year period? The teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment at the three consistently 
achieving schools ranged from 3.50 to 4.5 on a 5-point scale. Overall, ratings
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were generally high and in agreement with teachers perceiving themselves as 
being professionals, participating in school-related decision making, having 
opportunities to develop their professional skills and knowledge, having respect 
from others and the belief that they have the ability to be effective teachers, and 
having the freedom to control their professional life and influence the endeavors 
within the school. Two dimensions o f empowerment that fell below the 4.0 
mean was decision making and autonomy; however, both scores (3.50 and 3.72) 
were representative of teachers’ perceptions of being involved in making 
decisions and controlling decisions that affect their professional lives.
Some researchers acknowledge that teacher empowerment is positively related to 
student outcomes. O’Connell and Yadegari (1996) found that, like Smylie, Lazarus, and 
Brownlee-Conyers (1996), instructional improvement and student outcomes are 
positively impacted by teacher participation in decision making. The data findings of 
Ramey and Domseif (1994) also support similar research findings that have found that 
the teacher empowerment dimension o f shared decision making increases the academic 
achievement levels o f students. Why then was shared decision making one o f the two 
dimensions that fell below the 4.0 mean when compared to the other four dimensions?
To explain, these findings mirror studies conducted in schools engaged in restructuring 
that found that when teachers are involved in increased shared decision making, 
opportunities for internal conflicts increase due to personal perceptions and ideologies 
that are disclosed (Short et al., 1991). This involvement in making meaningful decisions 
increases the level o f teacher autonomy, which may trigger internal conflicts among staff 
and a sense o f dissatisfaction with the decision-making process. In addition, a greater
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sense o f empowerment results in a greater sense o f responsibility for student outcomes; 
accordingly, teachers will identify problems and weaknesses in the teaching and learning 
environment (Short & Rinehart, 1993) and therefore feel less effective through the 
process.
4. What are teachers’ perceived levels o f empowerment in terms of autonomy, 
decision-making, professional development, self-efficacy, status, and impact at 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period? The teachers’ perceptions o f the six previously identified 
components o f empowerment ranged from 3.46 to 4.59 on a 5-point scale.
Ratings were particularly high in the empowerment dimensions o f professional 
growth (4.59), status (4.51), self-efficacy (4.54), and impact (4.35). Further, the 
results of the four subscales were higher than the results obtained from the 
teachers employed at consistently achieving schools. It should be noted here that 
the outcomes pertaining to the subscales o f decision making (3.46) and autonomy 
(3.63) emulate those evident o f consistently achieving schools.
These results support the research conducted by Malen, Ogawa, and Kranz (1990), 
which found that shared deeision making has limited impact on student achievement. In 
fact, shared decision making could possibly decrease student learning. In their research, 
Malen et al (1990) identified a variety o f variables associated with shared decision 
making such as conflicts among staff, lack o f time, poorly clarified roles and lack of 
leadership training that contributed to the inability of teachers to focus on classroom 
instruction. Moreover, these results corroborate the findings o f a study conducted by 
Park (1998) that confirmed that there is no direct association between empowerment and
97
Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout permission.
increased pupil performance. Simply because teachers perceive themselves to be 
empowered does not mean they are effective.
This study presented four hypotheses that were tested. The results are as follows:
Hypothesis 1. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a 
consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently 
declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three- 
year period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale. This hypothesis 
was accepted; the total scale of the SPES was not statistically significant at the .05 level.
The purpose of this study was to examine perceived levels o f teacher empowerment 
in elementary schools showing a consistent increase o f  student outcomes as well as a 
consistent decrease of student outcomes. Also, the study was conducted to examine the 
relationship between the levels o f teachers’ perceived empowerment to student 
achievement. Historically, the relationship between teacher empowerment and student 
achievement has been difficult to measure, and the results from prior research have been 
inconsistent and unclear. Regardless of this uncertainty, the concept o f empowerment 
has drawn widespread appeal, and the construct of empowerment is viewed by 
educational researchers as holding promise for improving public schools (Lightfoot,
1986; Maeroff, 1988). Unfortunately, to the researcher’s dismay, this study’s findings 
indicate that the promise of empowerment is based on faith and not fact. This study is 
reflective of the findings o f Park (1998) who found that there is no direct association 
between empowerment and increased student learning. Although his findings identified
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that teacher empowerment increased commitment and decreased teacher absenteeism, the 
cumulative result was not an increase in pupil performance.
Hypothesis 2. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f  the six identified dimensions o f empowerment in consistently achieving 
schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student achievement over a three-year 
period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student 
achievement over a three-year period as measured by the School Participant 
Empowerment Scale. This hypothesis was accepted for five o f the six identified 
dimensions o f empowerment. The empowerment subscale o f professional growth was 
the only dimension to reach statistical significance at the .01 level.
Opportunities for teachers to develop knowledge and skills do impact teachers’ 
perceptions o f empowerment (Maeroff, 1988). In their study of characteristics of 
healthy and unhealthy school districts, Pritchard and Marshall (2002) recognized 
professional development as a requirement for improving the teaching and learning 
process, continuously developing an organization, and increasing student performance. 
The researcher suspects that teachers in consistently declining schools perceive 
themselves as having more opportunities to grow and develop professionally because 
they are offered and perhaps required to participate in ongoing professional development 
due to the consistent decline in student performance. The findings of this study are less 
striking when one considers what Pritchard and Marshall (2002) call vulnerability to 
external influences, which means that schools sustaining growth may be under the 
pressures of state testing; as a result, offerings of professional development activities are
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aimed at raising test scores rather than improving educational practices to enhance 
student learning.
Hypothesis 3. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f empowerment and selected teacher demographic variables in 
consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in student 
achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining schools demonstrating a 
consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year period as measured by the 
School Participant Empowerment Scale. A MANOVA procedure was conducted to 
determine the significance o f perceived levels o f empowerment and the teacher 
demographic variables of years of teaching experience, years teaching at the current 
school site, and years teaching at the current grade level. Teacher demographic variables 
excluded in the MANOVA were gender, age, and level o f educational degree due to the 
lack o f variance in the sample. This hypothesis was rejected; all three teacher 
demographic variables were found to be statistically significant. The years o f teaching 
experience and years teaching at the current school site were statistically significant at the 
.01 level. The number o f years teaching at the current grade level reached statistical 
significance at the .05 level.
The results o f this research contradict the findings o f Gonzales and Short (1996) who 
found that there was no link between teachers’ perception of empowerment and the 
teacher characteristic o f years o f teaching experience. However, according to the study 
conducted by Short and Rinehart (1992), years of teaching experience was a significant 
predictor o f teachers’ perception o f empowerment. The results o f the research performed 
by Short and Rinehart (1992) as well as this study’s outcomes are similar to the findings
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of the Crawford (2000) study. Crawford (2000) noted that teachers in non-charter 
schools were older, had more experience teaching, and were more empowered compared 
to teachers employed in charter schools. In his study, teachers in charter schools had an 
average of two years teaching experience at their site; in contrast, non-charter school 
teachers had an average o f seven years teaching experience at their site. Clearly, this 
study affirms that the more experience teachers have teaching, whether it he years in the 
classroom, years at a particular site, or years teaching the same grade level, results in 
higher levels o f perceived empowerment.
Hypothesis 4. There is no statistically significant difference between teachers’ 
perceptions o f the six identified dimensions of empowerment and selected teacher 
demographic variables in consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent 
increase in student achievement over a three-year period and consistently declining 
schools demonstrating a consistent decline in student achievement over a three-year 
period as measured by the School Participant Empowerment Scale. A MANOVA 
procedure was conducted to determine the significance of teachers’ perceptions of the six 
identified dimensions o f empowerment and the teacher demographic variables o f years o f 
teaching experience, years teaching at the current school site, and years teaching at the 
current grade level. Teacher demographic variables excluded in the MANOVA were 
gender, age, and level o f educational degree due to the lack of variance in the sample.
This hypothesis was rejected. For the demographic variable o f years of teaching 
experience, all six o f the empowerment subscales were statistically significant at the .01 
level. For the demographic variable o f years teaching at the current school site, all six of 
the empowerment subscales were statistically significant at the .01 level. For the
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demographic variable o f years teaching at the current grade level, three of the six 
empowerment subscales were found to be statistically significant. Professional growth 
and status reached significance at the .01 level; self-efficacy reached significance at the 
.05 level.
The number of years teachers have been teaching, teaching at the same school, and 
teaching the same grade level does impaet teachers’ perceptions o f the six identified 
dimensions o f empowerment. In his study of charter and non-charter schools, Crawford 
(2000) noted that teachers in non-charter schools where teachers were more empowered 
reported higher levels o f perceived empowerment in the subscales o f status and self- 
efficacy. In a study conducted to examine the effects o f teacher empowerment on teacher 
commitment and student achievement. Park (2003) found that teacher experience 
significantly impacted the dimension o f autonomy. Together, the variable years of 
experience regardless o f operation (years o f teaching experience, years of teaching at a 
particular school, and years teaching at a particular grade level) is a very strong 
determinant of teacher empowerment.
It was a limitation o f the study i f  the leadership in the school building had 
experienced turnover during the three years o f data collection. Leadership plays a key 
role in the development of organizational capacity through the empowerment o f staff. In 
an effort to analyze the potential relationship between teacher empowerment and 
leadership, the years the building principal has served at the site was studied. Results 
revealed that all three consistently achieving schools maintained the same leadership for 
four consecutive years. Declining schools, on the other hand, had a wide range of 
principal retention. One school had a principal for 2.5 consecutive years, another 9 years.
102
Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited w ithout permission.
Findings indicate that the number of years a building principal leads a school does not 
significantly impact the level of perceived teacher empowerment; however, leadership 
retention may impact the level of student achievement.
This research looked into obvious assessments to determine the relationship of 
teacher empowerment on student achievement: (a) the SPES survey scores; and (b) 
teacher demographic information. The study results, although clearly interpreted through 
use of an instrument that provided a solid understanding of the construct of 
empowerment and was expected to yield reliable and valid scores, this instrument may be 
limited in its ability to measure dimensions of teacher empowerment. Likewise,
Pritchard and Marshall (2002) stated that the School Participant Empowerment Scale 
(Short & Rinehart, 1992) was restricted because it offered structured responses and aimed 
at espoused values.
In an effort to investigate the reliability and validity of the scores derived from the 
SPES instrument, the construct validity of the SPES scores was tested by using the 
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin Measure of Sampling Adequacy Test (KMO) and Bartlett’s Test of 
Sphericity to determine the correlation among the 38 SPES variables. Unlike the findings 
of Short and Rinehart (1992), this study uncovered nine statistically significant factors 
that calculated 68.9% of the variance rather than the six factors and 50.5% of variance in 
their research. After extrapolating items having a factor load o f .60 or higher, results 
included 25 of the 38 items contained on the SPES, indicating that the data should be 
interpreted cautiously. Furthermore, it is worth noting that the 13 items that did not meet 
the critical value for significance drastically reduced the reliability and validity o f Short 
and Rinehart’s (1992) suggested subscales o f professional growth, self-efficacy.
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autonomy and impact; half of the items (three from professional growth and self-efficacy 
and two from autonomy) would he unaccounted as a result of this study’s findings and, 
more extreme, two-thirds o f the items o f the subscale impact would be eliminated.
Conclusions and Recommendations
The primary focus o f this research was upon the extent to which teachers perceived 
that they were empowered as a way to explain variance in student achievement. In this 
study, there was no significant difference between teachers in consistently achieving 
schools and teachers in consistently declining schools regarding their perception of 
empowerment. Based on the findings o f this study, the following conclusions were 
drawn with respect to the four research questions.
1. Teachers at consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in 
student achievement over a three-year period perceive themselves as being 
empowered.
2. Teachers at consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in 
student achievement over a three-year period perceive themselves as being 
empowered.
3. Teachers at consistently achieving schools demonstrating a consistent increase in 
student achievement over a three-year period perceive themselves as 
professionals. They believe that they participate in school-related decision 
making, have opportunities to develop their professional skills and knowledge, 
have respect from others, have the ability to be effective, and have the freedom to 
control their professional life.
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4. Teachers at consistently declining schools demonstrating a consistent decline in 
student achievement over a three-year period perceive themselves as 
professionals. They helieve that they participate in school-related decision 
making, have opportunities to develop their professional skills and knowledge, 
have respect from others, have the ability to be effective, and have the freedom to 
control their professional life.
In addition, the study concluded that there is no difference between teachers’ 
perceived levels o f the six dimensions of empowerment in consistently achieving and 
consistently declining schools; however, teachers in consistently declining schools 
perceived that they had more opportunities for professional growth than their achieving 
counterparts. Further, it was found that the years o f teaching experience is a very strong 
determinant o f teachers’ perceived levels of the six dimensions o f empowerment. The 
more years in the classroom and teaching in the same school does increase a teacher’s 
perception o f the six identified dimensions o f empowerment. When increasing the 
demographic variable o f years teaching the same grade level, perceived levels of 
professional growth, status, and self-efficacy are improved.
Findings also indicated that the number o f years a building principal leads a school 
does not impact the level of perceived teacher empowerment. It doesn’t matter if  a 
principal has served in a building for three years or nine years; teachers’ perceptions of 
empowerment are not affected.
Based on this study, it has been determined that conclusions drawn from this research 
are limited due to the evidence from the study that indicated the School Participant
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Empowerment Scale instrument, although it had sound validity and reliability, may be 
flawed, and the effectiveness o f the results, therefore, is questionable.
This study focused on teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment based on information 
related to the six subscales of the SPES (decision making, professional growth, status, 
self-efficacy, autonomy, and impact) and the aggregate score o f empowerment. The 
SPES did not address school leadership, which is a highly significant characteristic 
related to teacher empowerment. According to Leith wood et al. (2004), school 
leadership is the second, only behind classroom instruction, that affects student 
achievement. The role o f leadership affects an organization’s performance and, 
undoubtedly, leaders do influence outcomes. Researchers have taken wholehearted 
interest in everyday acts o f leadership beyond the skills o f organizing, clarifying roles, 
and providing resources (King, Kirby, & Paradise, 1992); beyond the roles of leadership 
that served in many schools during the past decades. Leithwood et al. (2004) noted that 
the success o f school reform efforts rely on the motivations and capacity o f the school 
leader.
Teacher empowerment begins with an agent and ends with a receiver. Leaders 
determine the degree o f meaningful decision-making, provide the amount o f worthwhile 
professional development opportunities, establish the scale of teacher autonomy which 
can result in empowerment and determine the extent in which teachers are engaged as 
instructional leaders. Hallinger (2003) identified empowerment, shared leadership, and 
organizational learning as the educational leadership models aimed at reforming an 
organization’s social structure. With this in mind, indeed, no change will occur in the 
learning organization unless it is driven from the top (Senge, 1996).
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Implications for Practice and Research 
This section contains the implications from the study’s findings which may have an 
important impact on school policy related to school reform and improvement. This study 
may also provide further evidence for future researchers regarding the effects o f teacher 
empowerment and student achievement.
First and foremost, future research should be implemented to explore the relationship 
between the construct o f empowerment and student achievement in regard to building 
organizational capacity. Senge (1990) characterized a learning organization as one where 
“people continually expand their capacity to create the results they truly desire, where 
new and expansive patterns o f thinking are nurtured, where eollective aspiration is free, 
and where people are continually learning how to learn together” (p.3). Additionally, he 
claimed that “organizations that will truly excel in the future will be the organizations 
that discover how to tap people’s commitment and capacity” (p.4).
Second, future research is encouraged to investigate the significance o f the role of 
leadership to student learning. It is the leadership in schools that shape the organizational 
structures that emerge. Leaders determine the degree of meaningful decision-making, 
provide the amount of worthwhile professional development opportunities, establish the 
scale o f teacher autonomy which can result in empowerment and determine the extent in 
which teachers are engaged as instructional leaders. Hallinger (2003) identified 
empowenuent, shared leadership, and organizational learning as the educational 
leadership models aimed at reforming an organization’s social structure.
Transformational leadership is a key component o f the learning organization, and 
successful leaders redesign the organization internally (Senge, 1990). According to
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Leithwood et al. (2004), suceessful leaders capitalize on the competence o f others and are 
not afraid to distribute leadership. Transformational leadership is based on an exchange 
relationship where individual development o f subordinates enhances their performance, 
thus, resulting in organizational growth (King et al., 1992). Transformational leaders 
focus on a clear vision and mission, create a culture o f collaboration, support change by 
providing opportunities for shared decision making and professional development, and 
recognize the impact o f successful staff outcomes.
Lastly, it is imperative that research is conducted to further study the validity and 
reliability o f the School Participant Empowerment Scale. In this study, the construct 
validity of the SPES instrument was perplexing and raised questions about the 
effectiveness o f the survey. A study o f this type would be valuable for educational 
researchers with an interest in teacher empowerment related to organizational 
development and school improvement. Obviously, a strong valid and reliable instrument 
to measure empowerment could yield results worthy o f practice.
In conclusion, school restructuring literature had advocated that schools empower 
teachers to increase their capacity which, in turn, would result in improved student 
success. While there is promise that empowering teachers leads to increased student 
achievement, insufficient solid evidence remains. In this study, the researcher examined 
the construct o f empowerment and the relationship to student learning. The findings 
support the perception that empowerment could lead to increased student success; yet, 
teachers’ perceptions o f empowerment are not a predictor o f students’ scholastic 
achievement. It is the hope of this researcher that this study will contribute meaningful 
information and give inspiration for future research.
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APPENDIX I
SCHOOL PARTICIPANT EMPOWERMENT SCALE
Please rate the following statements in terms of how well they describe how you feel. 
Rate each statement on the following scale:
1 -Strongly Disagree 2 -Disagree 3 -Neutral 4 -Agree 5 -Strongly Agree
1. I am given the responsibility to monitor programs. 1 2 3 4 5
2. I function in a professional environment. 1 2 3 4 5
3. I believe that I have earned respect. 1 2 3 4 5
4. I believe that 1 am helping kids become independent learners. 1 2 3 4 5
5. 1 have control over daily schedules. 1 2 3 4 5
6. I believe that I have the ability to get things done. 1 2 3 4 5
7. I make decisions about the implementation of new programs in the school. 1 2 3 4 5
8. 1 am treated as a professional. 1 2 3 4 5
9. I believe that I am very effective. 1 2 3 4 5
to. 1 believe that I am empowering to students. 1 2 3 4 5
11. 1 am able to teach as 1 choose. 1 2 3 4 5
12. 1 participate in staff development. 1 2 3 4 5
13. 1 make decisions about the selection of other teachers for my school. 1 2 3 4 5
14. I have the opportunity for professional growth. 1 2 3 4 5
15. 1 have respect of my colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5
16. I feel that 1 am involved in an important program for children. 1 2 3 4 5
17. I have the freedom to make decisions on what is taught. 1 2 3 4 5
18. 1 believe that I am having an impact. 1 2 3 4 5
19. 1 am involved in school budget decisions. 1 2 3 4 5
20. 1 work at a school where kids come first. 1 2 3 4 5
21. I have the support and respect of my colleagues. 1 2 3 4 5
22. 1 see students learn. 1 2 3 4 5
23. 1 make decisions about the curriculum. 1 2 3 4 5
24. 1 am a decision maker. 1 2 3 4 5
25. I am given the opportunity to teach other teachers. 1 2 3 4 5
26. 1 am given the opportunity to continue learning. 1 2 3 4 5
27. I have a strong knowledge base in the areas in which 1 teach. 1 2 3 4 5
28. 1 believe that 1 have the opportunity to grow by working daily with students. 1 2 3 4 5
29. 1 perceive that 1 have the opportunity to influence others. 1 2 3 4 5
30. 1 can determine my own schedule. 1 2 3 4 5
31. 1 have the opportunity to collaborate with other teachers in my school. 1 2 3 4 5
32. 1 perceive that I make a difference. 1 2 3 4 5
33. Principals, other teaehers, and school personnel solicit my advice. 1 2 3 4 5
34. 1 believe that 1 am good at what 1 do. 1 2 3 4 5
35. 1 can plan my own schedule. 1 2 3 4 5
36. 1 perceive that I have an impact on other teaehers and students. 1 2 3 4 5
37. My advice is solicited by others. 1 2 3 4 5
38. 1 have an opportunity to teach other teachers about innovative ideas. 1 2 3 4 5
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APPENDIX II
n
0 0
rr\
Please circle your response to the following questions.
1. Gender: Male Female
2. Your level of education: BS/BA MS/MA Ph.DÆd.D.
Please complete the following:
1. Years of teaching experience:
2. Years at this school site:
3. Years teaching at your current grade level:
4. Your age:
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APPENDIX IV
Letter of Acknowledgement of a Research Project at a CCSD Facility
Brenda Durosinmi, MPA, CIP, CIM -Director 
Office for the Protection o f Research Subjects 
Efniversity o f Nevada Las Vegas 
4505 Maryland Parkway Box 451037 
Las Vegas, NV 89154-103 7
Subject: Letter o f Acknowledgement o f a Research Project at a CCSD Facility 
Dear Ms. Durosinmi:
This letter will acknowledge that 1 have reviewed a request by Florence Barker Aitken, 
UNLV student researcher, to conduct a research project entitled. The Effects o f Teacher 
Empowerment on Student Achievement at XXXXXXXXXX Elementary School.
When the research project has received approval from the UNLV Institutional Review 
Board and the Department o f Research and Accountability o f  the Clark County School 
District, and upon presentation o f the approval letter to me by the approved researcher, as 
site administrator for XXXXXXXXXX Elementary School 1 agree to allow access for 
the approved research project.
If we have any concerns or need additional information, the project researcher will be 
contacted or we will contact the UNLV Office for the Protection o f Research Subjects at 
895 - 2794.
Sincerely,
Authorized Facility Representative Signature Date
Print Representative Name and Title
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APPENDIX V
Eigenvalues and Total Variance Explained by the Factors o f Empowerment
Factor
Initial
Eigenvalues
Total
%of
Variance
Cumulative
%
Rotation Sums of 
Squared Loadings 
Total
%of
Variance
Cumulative
%
1 12.176 32.041 32.041 3.618 9.521 9.521
2 3.310 8.710 40.751 3.601 9.477 18.998
3 2.308 6.074 46.825 3.567 9.386 28.384
4 1.827 4.808 51.633 3.299 8.680 37.065
5 1.671 4.399 56.032 2.842 7.480 44.544
6 1.523 4.008 60.040 2.773 7.297 51.841
7 1.256 3.306 63.346 2.730 7.184 59.026
8 1.086 2.859 66.205 2.256 5.938 64.964
9 1.024 2.695 68.900 1.496 3.936 68.900
10 .928 2.442 71.342
11 .920 2.421 73.763
12 .802 2.109 75.872
13 .700 1.843 77.715
14 .666 1.754 79.469
15 .614 1.615 81.084
16 .563 1.482 82.566
17 .549 1.446 84.012
18 .516 1.359 85.370
19 .483 1.271 86.642
20 .455 1.196 87.838
21 .421 1.109 88.947
22 .399 1.051 89.998
23 .376 .990 90.988
24 .351 .925 91.913
25 .321 .844 92.756
26 .316 .832 93.588
27 .309 .812 94.400
28 .293 .772 95.172
29 .278 .731 95.903
30 .254 .670 96.572
31 .226 .595 97.167
32 .212 .558 97.725
33 .192 .505 98.230
34 .175 .460 98.690
35 .158 .417 99.107
36 .124 .327 99.434
37 .120 .315 99.749
38 .095 .251 100.000
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APPENDIX VI
Rotated Factor Matrix fo r  Empowerment
Factor
Empowerment I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX
Item Subscale
25 DM .635
33 DM .693
37 DM .729
38 DM .762
3 STATUS .648
15 . STATUS .736
21 STATUS .748
9 STATUS .602
27 STATUS .780
34 STATUS .741
10 SE .604
14 PG .742
20 PG .686
26 PG .714
28 SE .742
32 SE .625
29 IMPACT .605
30 DM .838
35 DM .848
5 AUT .693
13 DM .753
19 DM .745
23 AUT .604
6 IMPACT
1 DM
.736
.674
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APPENDIX VII
Factor Loadings o f 38 Items o f the School Participant Empowerment Scale (SPES)
Hypothesized Subscale FACTORS
1 2 3 4 5 6
DECISION MAKING
1. I am given the responsibility to monitor programs. 74
7. I make decisions about the implementation of new programs 73
in the school.
13. I make decisions about the selection of other teachers for my 61
school.
19. 1 am involved in school budget decisions. 67
25. I am given the opportunity to teach other teachers. 78
30. I ean determine my own schedule. 68
33. Principals, other teaehers, and sehool personnel solicit my 77
advice.
35. I can plan my own schedule. 67
37. My advice is solicited by others. 67
38. 1 have an opportunity to eaeh other teachers about innovative 66
ideas.
PROFESSIONAL GROWTH
2. I funetion in a professional environment. 74
8. 1 am treated as a professional. 73
14. 1 have the opportunity for professional growth. 79
20. I work at a school where kids come first. 66
26. 1 am given the opportunity to continue learning. 71
31. 1 have the opportunity to eollaborate with other teachers in my 62
school.
STATUS
3. I believe that 1 have earned respect. 80
9. 1 believe that I am very effective. 77
15. I have the respect of my colleagues. 74
21. I have the support and respeet of my eolleagues. 72
27. 1 have a strong knowledge base in the areas in which I teach. 65
34. 1 believe that I am good at what I do. 71
SELF-EFFICACY
4. 1 believe that I am helping kids become independent learners. 70
10. 1 believe that I am empowering students. 66
16. I feel that 1 am involved in an important program for children. 69
22. I see students learn. 68
28. 1 believe that 1 have the opportunity to grow by working daily with students. 64
32. I perceive that I am making a difference. 71
15
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APPENDIX VII (continued)
Hypothesized Subscale
1
FACTORS 
2 3 4 5 6
AUTONOMY
5. I have control over daily schedules. 76
11. I am able to teach as I choose. 73
17. I have the freedom to make decisions on what is taught. 79
23. I make decisions about curriculum. 60
IMPACT
6. I believe that I have the ability to get things done. 66
12. 1 participate in staff development. 66
18. I believe that I am having an impact. 67
24. I am a decision maker. 63
29. 1 perceive that I have the opportunity to influence others. 70
36. I perceive that I have an impact on other teachers and students. 65
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APPENDIX VIII
Mean Scores and Standard Deviations fo r  Each Question o f the SEES
Achieving
Teachers
Declining
Teachers
Variables Description Mean SD Mean SD
Decision Making
I am given the responsibility to monitor programs. 3.81 1.010 4.04 .917
I make decisions about the implementation o f new 
programs in the school.
3.35 1.119 3.43 1.013
I make decisions about the selection of other teachers 
for my school.
2.35 1.315 227 1.090
I am involved in school budget decisions. 2.97 1.344 288 1.107
I am given the opportunity to teach other teachers. 3.52 1.056 3.77 1.010
I can determine my own schedule. 3.62 1.163 3.31 1.079
Principals, other teachers, and school personnel solicit 
my advice.
3.94 1.015 288 .976
I can plan my own schedule. 3.88 1.116 3.46 1.151
My advice is solicited by others. 3.91 .821 3.85 ^58
I have an opportunity to teach other teachers about 
innovative ideas.
3.64 .956 3.67 1.012
Professional Growth
I function in a professional environment. 4 J3 J8 0 4.70 .600
1 am treated as a professional. 4.31 .949 4 J3 ^95
I have the opportunity for professional growth. 4.28 .866 4.57
I work at a school where kids come first. 4.08 jW2 4.61 ^87
I am given the opportunity for continued learning. 4.39 J7 8 4.61 .531
I have the opportunity to collaborate with other teachers 
in my school.
4.15 jW7 4.48 .754
Status
I believe that I have earned respect. 4.42 jW9 4.47 ^48
I believe that I am very effeetive. 4.47 ^23 4.44 .595
I have the respect o f my colleagues. 4.35 .725 4.52 .665
I have the support and respect of my colleagues. 4 J3 4.51 .711
I have a strong knowledge base in the areas in which 
1 teach.
4.53 .545 4^# .627
I believe that I am good at what I do. A56 ^63 4.54 .597
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APPENDIX VIII (continued)
Variables Description
Achieving 
Teachers 
Mean SD
Declining 
Teachers 
Mean SD
Self-Efficacy
1 believe that 1 am helping kids become independent 
learners.
4.48 .605 4.61 .550
1 believe that 1 am empowering students. 4.52 325 4.43 .611
1 feel that 1 am involved in an important program for 
children.
A53 305 4.53 380
1 see students learn. 4.60 378 4.77 .423
1 believe that 1 have the opportunity to grow by working 
daily with students.
4.45 339 4.46 .614
1 perceive that 1 am making a difference. 4A3 .705 4.45 347
Autonomy
1 have control over daily schedules. 278 1.175 3.40 1.119
1 am able to teach as 1 choose. 3.94 1.004 4.06 .765
1 have the freedom to make decisions on what is taught. 280 1.140 3.68 .912
1 make decisions about curriculum. 235 1.271 3.40 1.000
Impact
1 believe that 1 have the ability to get things done. 4.45 323 4.44 323
1 participate in staff development. 435 327 4.44 .779
1 believe that 1 am having an impact. 4.45 357 43 6 .577
1 am a decision maker. 4.19 324 4.31 385
1 perceive that 1 have the opportunity to influence others. 4.31 384 4.24 330
1 perceive that 1 have an impact on other teachers and 
students.
4.19 321 4.13 .811
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